The identification of inservice training needs of educators resulting from the enactment of Public Law 94-142 by Matteson, Jane Franklin & NC DOCKS at The University of North Carolina at Greensboro
INFORMATION TO USERS 
This reproduction was made from a copy of a document sent to us for microfilming. 
While the most advanced technology has been used to photograph and reproduce 
this document, the quality of the reproduction is heavily dependent upon the 
quality of the material submitted. 
The following explanation of techniques is provided to help clarify markings or 
notations which may appear on this reproduction. 
1.The sign or "target" for pages apparently lacking from the document 
photographed is "Missing Page(s)". If it was possible to obtain the missing 
page(s) or section, they are spliced into the film along with adjacent pages. This 
may have necessitated cutting through an image and duplicating adjacent pages 
to assure complete continuity. 
2. When an image on the film is obliterated with a round black mark, it is an 
indication of either blurred copy because of movement during exposure, 
duplicate copy, or copyrighted materials that should not have been filmed. For 
blurred pages, a good image of the page can be found in the adjacent frame. If 
copyrighted materials were deleted, a target note will appear listing the pages in 
the adjacent frame. 
3. When a map, drawing or chart, etc., is part of the material being photographed, 
a definite method of "sectioning" the material has been followed. It is 
customary to begin filming at the upper left hand corner of a large sheet and to 
continue from left to right in equal sections with small overlaps. If necessary, 
sectioning is continued again—beginning below the first row and continuing on 
until complete. 
4. For illustrations that cannot be satisfactorily reproduced by xerographic 
means, photographic prints can be purchased at additional cost and inserted 
into your xerographic copy. These prints are available upon request from the 
Dissertations Customer Services Department. 
5. Some pages in any document may have indistinct print. In all cases the best 
available copy has been filmed. 
University 
Microfilms 
International 
300 N. Zeeb Road 
Ann Arbor, Ml 48106 

8328459 
Matteson, Jane Franklin 
THE IDENTIFICATION OF INSERVICE TRAINING NEEDS OF EDUCATORS 
RESULTING FROM THE ENACTMENT OF PUBLIC LAW 94-142 
The University of North Carolina at Greensboro ED.D. 1983 
University 
Microfilms 
International 300 N. Zeeb Road, Ann Arbor, Ml 48106 

THE IDENTIFICATION OF INSERVICE TRAINING 
NEEDS OF EDUCATORS RESULTING FROM THE 
ENACTMENT OF PUBLIC LAW 94-142 
A Dissertation submitted to 
the Faculty of the Graduate School at 
The University of North Carolina at Greensboro 
in Partial Fulfillment 
of the Requirements for the Degree 
Doctor of Education 
by 
Jane Franklin Matteson 
Greensboro 
1983 
Approved by 
APPROVAL PAGE 
This dissertation has been approved by the following 
committee of the Faculty of the Graduate School at the Uni­
versity of North Carolina at. Greensboro. 
Dissertation Adviser t r 
Committee Members c 
r&te of ̂Acceptance by Committee 
Oral Examination 
11 
MATTESON, JANE F. The Identification of Inservice Training 
Needs of Educators Resulting from the Enactment of Public 
Law 94-142. (1982) 
Directed by Dr. Joseph Bryson. Pp. 127. 
The problem of this study was to ascertain the pro­
cedures utilized by the North Carolina Public School system 
to determine inservice training needs of its special educa­
tors . A questionnaire was distributed to randomly selected 
directors of special education. 
Based on the data generated by responses to the 
questionnaires, a number of basic research questions were 
answered. (1) In fifty-four percent of the districts, in-
service training needs are determined mainly by surveys 
sent to teachers. (2) Directors, and teachers and super­
visors to a significant extent, are responsible for insur­
ing that inservice needs are determined and met. (3) Tar­
get populations for inservice training are special needs 
teachers, regular classroom teachers, support personnel, 
and instructional and administrative personnel. (4) Needs 
assessments programs helped almost all directors improve 
their department's ability to plan. (5) Needs assessment 
programs helped most directors improve their financial 
management competency. (6) The great majority of the 
directors felt that their needs assessmet procedures im­
prove the quality of inservice training. (7) The types 
of needs assessment most widely employed included formal 
needs assessment surveys distributed to teachers, formal 
assessment based on discussion with teachers, regular staff 
meetings with teachers, supervisory meetings, and both oral 
and written critiques (by teachers) of needs assessment. 
The conclusions of this study indicated that the 
directors of special education sampled felt that their needs 
assessment programs significantly improved (1) their depart­
ment's ability to plan needs assessment, (2) their own abil­
ity to plan needs assessment, (3) their financial management 
competence in conducting needs assessment program, and the 
needs assessment programs offered in their district. It was 
concluded that (4) while directors of special education 
regularly rely on teacher, administrator, and support person­
nel input when constructing needs assessment plans, the tend­
ency is to (5) rely more on survey forms distributed to 
teachers then on actual direct participation and contribution 
by teachers at meetings. Over a third of the directors felt 
(6) the need for more creative approaches to needs assess­
ment, that (7) they were uncertain of their ability to work 
with the general community, and that (8) they were uncertain 
about having gained the respect and support of instructional 
supervisors. 
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CHAPTER I 
INTRODUCTION 
One of the major concerns following enactment of the 
Education for All Handicapped Children Act of 1975, Public 
Law 94-142,''" has been how to meet the training needs of edu­
cators who are responsible for carrying out the Act. The 
requirement to provide handicapped children with an appro­
priate education in the least restrictive environment has 
meant that more regular educators are teaching handicapped 
children in their classrooms, and many have not been trained 
or do not feel able to work appropriately with handicapped 
children. The National School Board Association's 1977-78 
Task Force on Education of Handicapped Children reported 
that: 
With respect to 'least restrictive fsnvironment,' 
regular classroom teachers were generally regarded 
as being 'apprehensive' about mainstreaming. This 
apprehension is based upon a lack of training in 
special education and a sense of uncertainty is 
balancing scarce preparation and classroom time 
between special education students and other 
students.* 
"*"U.S. Congress. Public Law 94-142 (1975). 
o 
U.S. Office of Education, Bureau of Education for 
the Handicapped, The Design, Development, and Implementation 
of a National Replicable Inservice Training Needs Assessment 
Project" 1979, p. 14. 
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Special educators have also expressed a need for 
help in supplementing the law, particularly in finding the 
Individualized Education Program (IEP). For many special 
educators, the implementation of individualized education 
programming has necessitated changes in the provision of 
instructional programs and services to handicapped children, 
and thus, changed the role or job requirements of the spe­
cial education teacher. 
While there is much interest on the part of the 
Bureau of Education for the Handicapped (BEH), state educa­
tion agencies, national education organizations, and local 
education agencies to find ways of meeting training needs 
of education personnel working with handicapped children, 
appropriate inservice training cannot be planned and pro­
vided unless the specific training needs of these personnel 
are identified. In addition, training needs must be rele­
vant to both regular and special educators who are inter­
acting with our handicapped children. This would indicate 
that a collaborative effort is essential in both assessing 
needs and planning to meet the needs evidenced. 
Public school personnel, especially directors of 
special needs programs, are faced with the task of providing 
to instructional staff appropriate training relating to the 
special needs student. To meet these needs, determinations 
must be made about populations being served, resources 
3 
available, and alternative means within the scope of the 
educational agency to provide training. 
The ultimate goal is that quality decisions will be 
made in the selection of appropriate training. According 
to Vroom and Yetton, if a rational (quality) solution of a 
problem is to be obtained, one resource that is most crit­
ical to the decision-making process is information--informa­
tion necessary to the task of evaluating the quality or 
rationality of different alternatives available to the or­
ganization. ̂ 
Federal legislation enacted in 19 75 (Public Law 94-
142) mandates the provision of training for special and 
regular educators serving the special needs student. Public 
education agencies must now insure that an appropriate staff 
development plan is in place each year. The plan should re­
sult in the education agency's provision of training which 
speaks to the specific needs of its educators.^ 
In July, 1977, the North Carolina General Assembly 
adopted Chapter 927, An Act to Provide for a System of Edu­
cational Opportunities for All Children Requiring Special 
Education.^ Section 115-360 of the General Statutes brings 
3 Victor Vroom and Phillip Yetton, Leadership and 
Decision-Making (Pittsburgh: University of Pittsburgh 
Press, 1976), p. 221. 
^U.S. Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, 
Office of Education. Federal Register (Washington, D. C., 
1977), Sec. 121(a)(1). 
5North Carolina, State Department of Public Instruc­
tion, Equal Educational Opportunities Planning (Raleigh, 
1977) . 
state law, regulations, and practice into conformity with 
Public Law 94-142. Directors at the local level have the 
responsibility, as mandated by state law, to submit a com­
prehensive staff development plan to the state each year 
prior to the initiation of the school year. In fulfilling 
its responsibility, the department of Exceptional Children 
at the local level must make its decisions from information 
which should include a form of perceived needs assessment 
submitted to the teaching faculty in order to appropriately 
speak to their training needs. 
In North Carolina, local education decision makers 
must provide training options to faculty dealing with spe­
cial needs students despite school district size and inci­
dence figures. Information needed for evaluation of 
inservice training needs may vary according to staff and 
student population. Local education agency personnel are 
now responsible for obtaining inservice needs information, 
evaluating that information, and planning and providing 
appropriate training based on those needs. 
Changes in law and regulation do not automatically 
insure altered decision-making behavior. Before appropri­
ate inservice training can be offered, an adequate informa­
tion base must be available to the decision makers. 
A review of the research related to needs assessment 
for inservice training of educators working with special 
^Ibid., p. 68. 
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needs students follows to determine the information needed 
and mandated prior to inservice planning. 
Questions to be Answered 
The present study was conducted to investigate the 
information base used to determine inservice training needs 
for educators as a result of the enactment of Public Law 
94-142. Below are listed several key questions relating to 
the determination of inservice training needs and their 
development. 
1. What means are currently being utilized to determine 
inservice training needs? 
2. Who is primarily responsible for insuring that in-
service needs are determined and met? 
3. What resources are utilized in determining inservice 
needs? 
4. What are the target populations for inservice 
training? 
5. Has assessing inservice training needs improved the 
competency of local directors and related personnel in 
planning? 
6. Has assessing inservice training needs improved 
financial management for local directors? 
7. Has the assessment of inservice training needs 
significantly affected the quality of training provided? 
8. What factors or commonalities produce effective 
needs assessment procedures? 
6 
Scope of the Study 
This is an historical study of the identification 
of inservice training needs of public educators resulting 
from the enactment of Public Law 94-142. The present dis­
sertation's research describes the extent to which federal, 
state, and local agencies have developed practices to deter­
mine inservice needs for compliance with federal and state 
legislation. 
The study reviews current literature at the federal, 
state, and local levels regarding the mandate for inservice 
training. In addition it specifically investigates through 
a survey of representative local education agencies in North 
Carolina the means utilized to evaluate the extent of infor­
mation on which inservice training is based. 
Methods, Procedures, and Sources of Information 
The basic research technique of this historical re­
search study was to examine and analyze the available refer­
ences relating to the identification of inservice training 
needs resulting from the enactment of Public Law 94-142. 
Existing documents and records specifically related to edu­
cation programs for the handicapped used to identify training 
needs were reviewed. Needs assessment methods utilized 
through national education organizations, Bureau of Education 
for the Handicapped projects, state education agencies, and 
local education agencies were investigated to determine cur­
rent practices in needs assessment 
7 
In order to determine whether a need existed for 
such research, a search was made of Dissertation Abstracts 
for related topics. Journal articles related to the topic 
were located through use of such sources as Reader's Guide 
to Periodical Literature, Education Index, and the Index to 
Legal Periodicals. 
General research summaries were found in the Encyclo­
pedia of Educational Research, various compendiums on school 
law, and in a review of related literature obtained through 
a computer search from the Educational Resources Information 
Center (ERIC). 
Federal and state court cases related to the topic 
were located through use of the National Reporter System and 
the American Digest System. Recent court cases were reviewed 
through Nolpe School Law Reporter and the Handicapped Educa­
tional Law Report. 
Other supplementary materials related specifically 
to the topics were received from the Council for Exceptional 
Children, the United States Office of Education, and the 
National Inservice Network. 
For the purposes of this study, a questionnaire was 
also utilized to determine how representative school systems 
in North Carolina determine inservice training needs. This 
source of information was compiled and analyzed to present 
research regarding how inservice needs are being identified 
in North Carolina. 
8 
The analysis of this information produced factors or 
commonalities of successful needs assessment procedures. The 
resulting study should assist educators at the local level 
in developing their capacity to conduct needs assessment to 
provide more effective inservice education programs relating 
to the educators working with special needs students. 
Definitions of Terms 
Selected terms which are used throughout this study 
are defined below: 
Inservice training. The provision of instruction in 
the form of staff development, individualized independent 
study, etc. to certified teachers or personnel who are cur­
rently employed or in service.^ 
Least restrictive alternative. Among all alternatives 
or environments for placement within an educational system, 
children with special needs receive placement where they can 
obtain the best educational services which meet their indi­
vidual educational needs as close to and as nearly like a 
O 
regular classroom setting as possible. 
Local educational agency (LEA). All city and county 
9 school administrative units as separate educational services. 
'7 'North Carolina State Department of Public Instruc­
tion, Comprehensive System of Personnel Development (Raleigh, 
1980), p. 37. " 
O 
Rules Governing Programs and Sources for Children 
with Special Needs (Raleigh, N. C., 1981), p. 
^Ibid. 
9 
Needs assessment. Any procedure utilized by an 
agency to determine the needs of its personnel in order 
to effectively plan for those needs. 
Related services. Transportation and such develop­
mental, corrective, and other supportive services as are 
required to assist a child with special needs to benefit 
from special education; includes speech pathology and aud-
iology, psychological services, physical and occupational 
therapy, recreation, early identification and assessment of 
disabilities in children, counseling services, and medical 
services for diagnostic or evaluation purposes. The term 
also includes school health services, social work services, 
teacher training, and parent counseling and training.-'-I 
Special education. Specially designed instruction, 
at no cost to the parent, to meet the unique needs of the 
exceptional child, including classroom instruction, instruc­
tion in physical education, home instruction, and instrue-
1 9 tion in hospitals and institutions. 
Special needs student. This term includes, without 
limitation, all children who because of permanent or tempo­
rary mental, physical, or emotional handicaps need special 
education, are unable to have all their educational needs 
met in a regular class without special education or related 
10Ibid. 
UIbid. , p. 28. 
12Ibid., p. 30. 
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services, or are unable to be adequately educated in public 
schools.^ 
State education agency. For purposes of this publi­
cation, all state departments of public instruction, specif­
ically their divisions for exceptional children."^ 
Significance of Study 
In general, the identification of inservice needs 
is thought to be an early step in the program-planning pro­
cess.-^ Prior to the 1960s, it was not uncommon for teachers 
and administrators to establish curricular goals and objec­
tives based on what was considered sound educational theory 
and experience. These educational goals and objectives were 
often influenced by local politics and legislation. Many 
programs were designed to accomplish the stated objectives 
without systematic consideration given to the unique needs 
or learning requirements of personnel. During the 1960s, a 
number of efforts were made to update the "cart before the 
horse" or to determine specifically what personnel needs 
existed prior to establishing program objectives and 
developing components.^ 
13Ibid. 
14Ibid. 
•^Roger Kaufman, Educational System Planning 
(Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey: Prentice Hall, 1972), p. 
132. 
•̂ Roger Kaufman and John Harsh, Determining Educa­
tional Needs; An Overview1 (San Francisco: California State 
Department of Public Instruction, 1969), pp. 16-22. 
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As a result of early efforts to systematize the 
determination of inservice needs through a precise process, 
it became clear that a definition of need was necessary in 
order to provide direction and meaning to subsequent assess­
ment procedures. Two general definitions were popularized 
during the late 1960s and early 1970s. 
In the first definition, referred to as democratic, 
"need" was thought to be a change desired by a majority of 
some reference group. In this approach a group of experts 
or representatives from interested constituencies would 
determine what needs existed. One of the problems associated 
with this approach is that it is inappropriate in most in­
stances to permit some group to ultimately determine needs 
without first applying some consensually validated criteria. 
However, the involvement of various constituencies in the 
needs assessment process is essential for the successful 
*1 *7 
determination of needs. ' 
Another problem associated with this and other needs 
assessment approaches is making certain that the process cor­
rectly distinguishes needs from wants. Assurances are essen­
tial in determining that need does not merely reflect changes 
that are preferred or demanded for various reasons. Some 
1 7 George Kuh et al., Designing a Problem-Focused 
Needs Assessment. National Inservice Network Monograph 
(Bloomington, Indiana: National Inservice Network, 1979), 
p. 48. 
12 
wants, preferences, or demands may actually reflect need. 
18 
However, wants do not necessarily represent needs. 
The second definition employed in needs assessment 
efforts, usually referred to as discrepancy, has been used 
in the majority of needs assessment efforts, prior to the 
mid-1970s. In this approach, need is defined as the dis­
crepancy or difference between an individual's or group's 
present state of functioning or performance level and the 
19 ideal or acceptable level of functioning or performance. 
In other words, needs are thought to be shortfalls in edu­
cational outcomes or results. 
This method of assessing needs became quite popiilar, 
due largely to its basic simplicity and the apparent congru­
ence between this method and the goals and objective out­
come sequence which has characterized education during much 
of the past decade. While the relative clarity of this ap­
proach is attractive, the discrepancy of needs assessment 
has the potential to distort the validity, and therefore 
the usefulness of the results. 
According to Davis, Kuh, Mann, and Walker an­
other persistent problem associated with application 
of the discrepancy definition concerns the degree to 
which the desired states or levels of performance 
18Ibid., p. 52. 
19 Kaufman, Educational Sys tern Planning, p. 128. 
20 can be accurately described. In many instances, the 
desired or ideal state (e.g., teacher's knowledge about 
handicapped children) is difficult and sometimes impossible 
to describe. Another important consideration not accounted 
for by the discrepancy approach is level of necessity as 
contrasted with level of performance that exceeds minimal 
requirements for satisfactory performance. 
Because of the problems associated with past needs 
assessment definitions, a number of theorists have dealt 
recently with the issues related to defining need. As a 
result of their work, several more precise definitions of 
need have emerged. For example: 
Need is a factor or element without which a 
person cannot function satisfactorily.21 
Need is something that can be shown to be 
necessary or useful for the fulfillment of some 
defensible purpose.22 
Need is a necessary or desirable condition, 
state, or situation . . . whether it be an end 
result that is actuality (met need) or a discrep­
ancy that must be closed between a current or 
projected actuality and a necessary or highly 
2®Sharon Davis et al., Exceptional Child Education 
Report: Needs Assessment for Inservice Education (Reston, 
Virginia: Council for Exceptional Children, 1980), p. 14. 
21 Michael Scriven and James Roth, "Needs Assessment: 
Concept and Practice," in Exploring Purposes and Dimensions, 
eds. George Adderson and Charles Coles (San Francisco: 
Jossey-Bass, 1978), p. 214. 
22 Daniel Stufflebeam, "Needs Assessment in Education," 
paper presented at American Educational Research Associa­
tion Evaluation Conference, San Francisco, September 1977. 
14 
desirable end result (unmet need) ... as judged 
by a relevant person or group using multiple 
objective criteria that have been previously 
agreed upon.23 
It is evident that "need" is an often used but gen­
erally misunderstood concept. This is true within the educa­
tion profession as well as society in general. The processes 
through which need can be identified are being more clearly 
articulated. However, it is urgent that procedures used to 
document whether need exists and the most appropriate forms 
of needs assessment processes and their utilization must be 
established. These shortcomings have been accentuated re­
cently by the mandates associated with the passage of Public 
Law 94-142. The expectation that children with special needs 
should and could be educated in regular classrooms has fur­
ther demonstrated the importance of being able to accurately 
identify the needs of teachers. If needs can be documented, 
the likelihood is increased that inservice training exper­
iences can be provided to meet those needs. 
Thus this study is significant in that it provides 
educational decision-makers with a comprehensive analysis of 
the identification of inservice training needs relating to 
the enactment of Public Law 94-142. This study provides edu­
cational leaders with guidelines for the determination of 
O O 
JJohn Lensing, "Changing Public Policies: Roots 
and Forces," Mainstream: Origins and Implications, ed. 
Michael Reynolds (Reston, Virginia: Council for Excep-
tional Children, 1980), p. 82. 
15 
inservice training needs in order to better prepare teachers 
to work with the special needs student. 
Status of Determining Inservice Training Needs 
The significance of this study can be accentuated by 
analyzing the scope of determining inservice training needs 
in the public schools. A review of recent studies relating 
to the successful implementation of Public Law 94-142--
especially those components that relate to individualized 
education programming, placement in the least restrictive 
environment, and procedural safeguards--reveals that coord­
inated and intensive inservice efforts are required. Federal 
regulations for Public Law 94-142 detail state and local ed­
ucation agency responsibility for developing a "Comprehensive 
System of Personnel Development."^ The purpose of such a 
system is to provide ongoing inservice training programs to 
assist all special and general educators in implementing the 
provisions of the law. 
Under this federal regulation, each state education 
agency has the responsibility for ensuring the opportunity 
for all interested groups to participate in the development, 
review, and annual updating of the plan. This state agency 
plan should describe procedures for the development and im­
plementation of a Comprehensive System of Personnel Develop­
ment which includes: 
^U.S. Congress. Public Law 94-142, sec. 121(a) 
380-387 (1975). 
1. Needs assessment to determine inservice and pre-
service training needs. 
2. The inservice and preservice training of general 
and special education personnel. 
3. Procedures for ensuring that all personnel are 
qualified. 
4. Effective procedures for acquiring and dissemi­
nating significant information derived from educational 
research, demonstration, and similar projects, and for 
adopting, where appropriate, promising educational prac-
25 tices and materials. 
Each local Educational agency has the responsibil­
ity for developing a local education agency application 
under Public Law 94-142 which must include procedures for 
the implementation and use of the Comprehensive System of 
Personnel Development established and described in the 
state's Annual Program Plan. 
Therefore, all states receiving federal funds under 
Public Law 94-142 are currently utilizing some means of 
needs assessment to determine inservice training needs. 
Meyers stated that there is a considerable range in ap-
2 6 proach and quality of needs assessments utilized. 
25lbid. 
26 Barbara Meyers, "Modification of Teachers' Atti­
tudes Towards Exceptional Children," Exceptional Children 
38 (Spring 1978): 259-260. 
17 
The majority of states, according to Davis, do uti­
lize more than one method to determine inservice training 
2 7 needs. However, few states describe their needs assess­
ment procedures in detail. 
Design of the Study 
The remainder of the study is divided into three 
major parts. Chapter Two contains a review of related 
literature. In addition to the literature dealing specifi­
cally with the determination of inservice training needs, 
this section includes a summary review of several national 
model programs for the identification of inservice training 
needs. 
The third chapter deals with the methodology and 
analysis of identifying inservice training needs in North 
Carolina. For the purposes of this study a random sample 
of statewide local education agencies' methods of needs 
assessment are investigated and analyzed. 
Chapter Four contains a general listing and discus­
sion of effective guidelines for the determination of in-
service training needs. It will also present a summary of 
information obtained from the review of the literature and 
the analyses of state and nation needs assessment methods. 
Chapter Five presents conclusions and recommendations. 
27 Sharon Davis, A Review of Selected Inservice 
Training Components of States' 1979 Annual Program Plans 
(Reston, Virginia: Council for Exceptional Children, 1980), 
p. 12. 
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CHAPTER II 
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 
A Review of Federal Legislation Relating 
to the Special Needs Child 
The first major items of legislation requiring 
states to establish goals to provide full educational oppor­
tunities for all handicapped children were the Education 
Amendments of 1974. This bill made provisions for the pro­
cedural safeguards for the identification, evaluation, 
placemen^ and delivery of service to special needs children. 
An additional purpose of the legislation was the provision 
of programs for special needs students in the least restric­
tive alternative setting. The law established that states 
would adopt: 
B. Procedures to insure that, to the maximum 
extent appropriate, handicapped children, includ­
ing children in public or private institutions or 
other care facilities, are educated with children 
who are not handicapped, and special classes, 
separate schooling, or other removal of handi­
capped children from the regular education environ­
ment occurs only when the nature or severity of 
the handicap is such that education in regular 
classes with the use of supplementary aids and 
services cannot be achieved satisfactorily.2 
"''U.S. Congress. Public Law 93-380 (1974). 
2Ibid., Sec. 612(d)(13B). 
19 
President Gerald Ford, on November 29, 1975, signed 
into law the federal Education for All Handicapped Children 
3 
Act, amendments to Public Law 93-380. Hearings conducted 
by Congress prior to enactment indicated in part the follow­
ing: 
1. There are more than eight million handicapped 
children in the United States 
2. The special education needs of these children 
are not fully met 
3. More than half of the handicapped children in 
the United States do not receive appropriate educational 
services which would enable them to have full equality 
of opportunity 
4. More than half of the handicapped children in the 
United States are excluded entirely from the public school 
5. Many handicapped children throughout the United 
States participate in regular school programs with handi­
caps which prevent their having a successful educational 
experience because their handicaps are undetected^ 
The purpose of the Act is stated thus: 
. . .  t o  a s s u r e  t h a t  a l l  h a n d i c a p p e d  h a v e  
available to them ... a free appropriate public 
education which emphasizes medical, education, and 
3 
U.S. Congress, Public Law 94-142 (1975). 
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related services designed to meet their unique 
needs; to assure that the rights of handicapped 
children and their parents or guardians are pro­
tected; to assist states and localities to pro­
vide for the education of all handicapped 
children; and to assess and assure the effective? 
ness of efforts to educate handicapped children. 
The Federal Register, on August 23, 1977, published 
regulatory legislation complementing Public Law 94-142. 
Public Law 94-142's implementation is governed by these 
regulations which provide interpretation of the law to 
state education agencies. As stated in the Federal Register, 
the purpose of the regulations is "to insure that all handi­
capped children have available to them a free appropriate 
public education which include[s] special education and re-
£ 
lated services to meet their unique needs." 
Special education is interpreted to mean: 
Specifically designed instruction, at no cost to 
the parents, to meet the unique needs of a handi­
capped child, including classroom instruction, in­
struction in physical education, home instruction, 
and instruction in hospitals and institutions.' 
Regulation and provision for staff development relat­
ing to the handicapped under Title VI-B under Public Law 91-
Q  
230 was amended by Public Law 94-142. Regulation under 
^Ibid. , sec 3 (c) . 
fi 
U.S. Department of Health, Education and Welfarei 
Office of Education. Federal Register (Washington, D. C.: 
1977), Sec. 121(a)(1). 
7Ibid., sec. 121(a)(14). 
^U.S. Congress. Public Law 91-230. 
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current legislation provides for the asurances that the 
state will establish procedures for a comprehensive system 
of personnel development to include the following: 
1. Inservice for special education class teachers 
2. Inservice for regular class teachers 
3. Inservice for educational support personnel such 
as psychologists, social workers, guidance counselors, 
school nurses, physical therapists, occupational thera-
9 pists, and recreation therapists 
In addition, Public Law 94-142 makes certain stipu­
lations for personnel in local education agencies regarding 
certification. The state education agency is directed to 
assure the certification of all teachers employed specific­
ally to work with special needs children. Other school per­
sonnel providing auxiliary services such as speech therap­
ists, psychologists, occupational therapists, etc. are also 
appropriately accredited through programs or licensing 
boards. 
A Review of North Carolina Legislation 
Relating to the Special Needs Child 
In 1974, the North Carolina General Assembly enacted 
a law, "The Equal Educational Opportunities Act."^ Chapter 
1293 established a policy ensuring that the state provide 
^Ibid., Public Law 94-142, sec. 12(a), 224. 
"^North Carolina General Statutes, Sec. 115-360 (1974). 
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every child a fair and full opportunity to reach his full 
potential and that no child as defined under the act be 
excluded from service or education for any reason. The 
policy established these rights for children from birth 
through 21 years of age. The state required policy compli­
ance through the following: 
1. Local educational agencies 
2. City and county administrative units 
3. State departments and agencies 
4. Local human resource agencies 
5. Private providers who are recipients of General 
Funds defined in General Statute 143-1."^ 
On July 1, 1977, the North Carolina General Assembly 
ratified House Bill 824, "An Act to Provide for a System of 
Educational Opportunities for All Children Requiring Special 
Education.""^ The purposes of House Bill 824 were to repeal 
portions of the existing state exceptional-children law and 
to bring state law into conformity with federal legislation. 
House Bill 824 stipulated as a policy of the state the 
following: 
1. To provide a free appropriate publicly supported 
education to every child with special needs 
2. To provide for a system of special educational 
opportunities 
UIbid., sec. 115-1.la. 
1 2 
North Carolira, General Statutes (Creech, 1977). 
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3. To provide a system for identification and eval­
uation of education needs 
4. To require an evaluation of child needs prior to 
special education placement 
5. To require an evaluation of program benefits 
subsequent to special education placement 
6. To prevent denials of equal educational oppor­
tunity on the basis of handicap 
7. To assure the protection of the rights of chil­
dren with special needs 
8. To ensure the absence of inadequacies, inequal­
ities, and discrimination with respect to children with 
special needs 
9. To bring state law, regulation, and practice 
into conformity with relevant federal laws 
10. To enable all children with special needs to 
benefit from appropriate programs of special education 
"I O 
and training. 
This action on the part of the state emphasized the 
rights of the handicapped to free appropriate education and 
provided for the eligibility of the state to receive funding 
under Public Law 94-142 once the state established policy 
consistent with this purpose. 
13Ibid., sec. 115-360. 
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In addition, House Bill 824 clearly defines "special 
education" and "related services," in such a manner that 
makes them consistent with federal legislation. The Bill 
does, however, override Public Law 94-142 regarding age re­
strictions . It defines children with special needs under 
the intent of the law as ages 5 through 17. This absolves 
the state of the requirement to provide special education 
and related services to children with special needs, from 
birth to four years old and from 18 through 21. 
House Bill 824's stipulations regarding the required 
implementation of a state plan to meet the entire mandate 
of the law is certainly of greater scope than Chapter 1293. 
In the area of personnel development alone, it requires that 
the state will maintain a plan for the implementation of 
House Bill 824 to include the following: 
1. An inventory of facilities and personnel available 
for special education 
2. Standards for the education of children with 
special needs 
3. Programs and procedures for the development and 
implementation of a comprehensive system of personnel 
development"^ 
The greatest implication for this section of House 
Bill 824 is that the plan required is designed to be an on­
going planning effort rather than a one-shot plan for service 
14Ibid., sec. 115-160-1. 
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provision. Within the scope of the ongoing plan for imple­
mentation are the following stipulations: 
1. The establishment of classes 
2. Programs of instruction 
3. Curricula 
4. Facilities 
5. Equipment and special services 
6. The utilization and professional development of 
direct services staff. 
As a follow-up to the mandates of House Bill 824, 
the North Carolina General Assembly ratified Senate Bill 
428.^ This bill directed the state to develop a compre­
hensive plan to prepare teachers and other educational 
personnel to work with children with special needs in North 
Carolina. It further directed that this study be reported 
to the General Assembly in February, 1979. 
The Cooperative Planning Consortium of Special Edu­
cation Training Programs in North Carolina and the State 
Department of Public Instruction's manpower development com­
mittee, the Comprehensive System for Personnel Development 
(CSPD), made up the consortium which developed and sub­
mitted the report. The development of the report included 
the following activities: 
15Ibid., sec. 115-179-1. 
16N.C. S.B. 428 (1978). 
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1. An assessment of current and future professional 
needs in public schools and other educational settings in 
North Carolina 
2. An assessment of current education and training 
activities among colleges and universities in North 
Carolina 
3. An analysis of the differences between current 
activities and future needs in North Carolina.^ 
The Comprehensive System for Personnel Development 
constituted more than an annual plan for compliance with 
Public Law 94-142. It was designed to assist North Carolina 
schools in effective change and to provide collaboration for 
the improvement of educational delivery systems to children 
with special needs. Its two major goals as stated in the 
Comprehensive System of Personnel Development Guidebook are: 
1. To develop a cooperative plan to facilitate 
the preparation of personnel to meet the 
identified needs of special needs students 
2. To disseminate to teachers and administra­
tors of programs for exceptional children 
significant information derived from educa­
tional research for demonstration programs^ 
17 North Carolina, State Department of Public In­
struction, Advancing the Education of Exceptional Children 
(Raleigh: 1979), p. 12. 
•^North Carolina, State Department of Public In­
struction, Comprehensive System of Personnel Development 
Guidebook (Raleigh: 1980), p. 14. 
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A Review of Significant Court Cases 
Related to the Special Needs Child 
The Pennsylvania Association for Retarded Children v. 
19 
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania case was brought to court on 
behalf of all retarded children in Pennsylvania who were 
excluded from school. This case set a precedent that was 
under both state and federal constitutions--that children 
with special needs have a right to equal education opportun­
ities under the equal protection doctrine, and to hearings 
prior to denial of educational opportunity due to their 
handicap relating to due process rights. 
In North Carolina, the North Carolina Association 
for Retarded Children and certain individual plaintiffs filed 
a class action in federal district court. The North Carolina 
Association for Retarded Citizens v. North Carolina was a 
landmark case,^ alleging that the state, its political sub­
divisions , and certain named officers of the state and its 
subdivisions had violated the constitutional rights of handi­
capped school-aged persons in North Carolina to an equal 
educational opportunity. The plaintiss relied on the PARC 
interpretations of the Fourteenth Amendment (equal protection 
and due process) in asserting denial of their rights to an 
"^Pennsylvania Association for Retarded Children v. 
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, 348 F. Supp. 866 (1972). 
20 
North Carolina Association for Retarded Citizens 
v. North Carolina, 438 N.C. 325 (1978). 
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equal educational opportunity; they also relied on the state 
constitution and the state's compulsory school attendance 
law in asserting that they had been discriminated against by 
the state under its own laws when they were denied an equal 
educational opportunity. As a result of new state and fed­
eral legislation, a consent agreement was reached in July, 
1978. 
The Mills v. Board of Education of the District of 
O f  
Columbia suit, brought on behalf of all children in the 
District of Columbia, had similar issues. Both sought to 
establish the constitutional principle that children ex­
cluded from school as uneducable were entitled to publicly 
supported educational opportunities. Both cases insisted on 
the procedural protection of children prior to placement in 
special programs. The courts established in both cases that 
those children formerly excluded should be located, evaluated, 
and placed in programs which would appropriately meet their 
needs. In addition, it stressed the need for the education 
of children in the least restrictive environment (a factor 
incorporated in following federal legislation). The case 
required that all children in special classes as well as 
those students referred for special services be re-evaluated 
every two years, and that in the event that a parent or child 
questioned, recommended, denied, or changed placement in a 
Tlills v. Board of Education of the District of 
Columbia, 314 D.C. 982 (1972). 
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special class that a procedural due process hearing be 
conducted. 
In the Mills case, the defendants claimed in response 
to the decree that it would be impossible for them to afford 
relef sought by the plaintiffs. In return, the court de­
clared that the inadequacies of the District of Columbia 
public school system, whether due to insufficient funding 
or administrative inefficiency, could not bear more heavily 
22 on the handicapped child than on the normal child. 
Martinelli recognized that special education is but 
one entity in the complex, formal institution of education. 
Consequently, external and internal factors may hinder school 
districts from compliance with policies mandated by all 
O O  
levels of government. 
Martinelli discussed three of the major external 
factors relating to school district size: distribution of 
student population, social attitudes toward education, and 
economic factors. He noted that many parents of handicapped 
students have moved from rural to urban school districts in 
order for their children to receive special education and 
^Frederick Weintraub and Albert Abeson, Public 
Policy and the Education of Exceptional Children (Reston, 
Virginia: Council for Exceptional Children, 1976), p. 31. 
^John Martinelli, "LEA's and Public Policies," in 
Public Policy and the Education of Exceptional Children. 
(Reston, Virginia: Council for Exceptional Children, 1 9 7 6 ) ,  
p. 17. 
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support services unavailable in sparsely populated districts. 
The number of handicapped children in urban areas has in­
creased faster than some large, urban school districts can 
accommodate their educational needs. The decline in the 
number of handicapped children in rural areas has made spe­
cial education even more costly to provide in small rural 
sections. 
Preferences in school districts toward a production 
focus on education may affect the availability of educational 
resources available to handicapped children. These local 
preferences may or may not be in accordance with state and 
national emphases. If local economic investment in educa­
tion is based on economic return, there will be minimal pro­
vision of educational programs for those handicapped chil­
dren who are viewed as nonproductive members of society.^ 
The local education agency's fiscal ability and ef­
fort are strong determinants in the provision of appropriate 
educational services to the handicapped child. The capa­
bilities of local educational agencies to finance educa-
'.tiomal and supportive services as well as appropriate train­
ing vary greatly from district to district. Some state leg­
islative bodies have not acted to eliminate these inequities. 
The court ruled it the responsibility of the state, in Case 
v. California, to provide adequate and equal educational 
24Ibid., p. 19. i 
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opportunities for all children, handicapped or otherwise.^ 
In other words, if inequities exist, they must exist across 
all programs in the school system. 
The court established in Lebanks v. Spears that 
every child who is mentally retarded or suspected of being 
mentally retarded is entitled to (a) evaluation and devel­
opment of a special education plan and periodic review and 
(b) provision of a free public program of education and 
training appropriate to his age and mental status.26 There 
was also the assumption that 
. . . among alternative programs and plans 
placement in regular public school class with 
the appropriate support services is preferable 
to placement in special public school class and 
placement in a special public school class is 
preferable to placement in a community train­
ing facility. . . .27 
In Rainey v. Tennessee Department of Education, the 
court established that handicapped children be provided spe­
cial educational services in as normal educational environ­
ment as possible and that labeling of individual children 
should be minimized.^ 
^Case v. California, 832-17, 1963. 
2^U.S. Department of Health, Education and Welfare, 
Office of Education, Federal Register (Washingon, D.C.: 
1974), p. 14. 
27Ibid. 
28 
Rainey v. Tennessee Department of Education, 
4-3100 Tenn. 202 (1974). 
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As a final note to right-to-education issues, an 
important principle was established in Colorado Association 
for Retarded Children v. Colorado, which found that "... 
mere enactment of legislation without actual implementation 
O Q  
does not render substantial legal questions moot. 
The Dilemma of Implementation 
of Public Law 94-142 
Historically, services for exceptional children have 
been developed as special-interest groups have brought the 
necessary pressure to obtain funding for such services. 
Cruikshank and Johnson noted that these services have been 
developed on the basis of clinical instances, or applied in 
ways which might have a negative impact on the children 
O Q  
labeled. As categorical services were developed, train­
ing programs were developed to prepare professional person­
nel to staff the service programs which carried the same 
categorical labels, e.g., mental retardation, behavior dis­
orders, learning disabled. 
For at least ten years it has been recognized that 
serious problems are created by the labeling of children 
and the funding of programs that are physically and 
^Federal Register (1977), p. 27. 
30 William Cruickshank and George Johnson, Education 
of Exceptional Children and Youth (Englewood Cliffs: 
Prentice Hall, 1958), p. 138. 
philosophically separate from the educational and other 
child-socializing opportunities provided for nonhandicapped 
children. While it is indeed the case that many handicapped 
children require services which may result in their separa­
tion from their nonhandicapped peer group, most handicapped 
children can be served in regular educational settings if 
teachers and other educational specialists are adequately 
prepared to meet their needs. There is a strong research 
foundation for the proposition that educational and social 
benefits accrue to handicapped children in the least re-
31 strictive educational environment. Conversely, the nega­
tive effects of segregating handicapped children for spe­
cialized educational services are frequently substantial. 
In order to obtain services for exceptional chil­
dren, it has been necessary for advocates (parents and pro­
fessionals) to describe the children as a group.^2 The fact 
is, however, that handicapped children are more different 
from each other than they are different from their non-
handicapped peers. Advocacy groups of children and the 
resultant categorical funding of programs has contributed 
to the myth that we are dealing with children who are most­
ly alike, and not significantly different as individuals. 
^Howard Goldstein, John Moss, and Laurence Jordan, 
The Efficacy of Special Class Training on the Development of 
Mentally Retarded Children (Urbana, 111.: Institute of Re­
search of Exceptional Children, 1965), pp. 215-217. 
32Robert Jones, "Labels and Stigma in Special Educa­
tion," Exceptional Children 38 (Fall 1972), pp. 563-569. 
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In reality, exceptional children are individuals with 
specific needs which must be met by an educational cur-
O  O  
riculum tailored to their specific learning needs. J 
In recent years there has been a concentrated effort 
to focus on the normal growth and development needs of chil­
dren who are handicapped and who have specific service needs 
at particular times. Martinelli noted that thinking of chil­
dren as having specific learning or developmental needs 
rather than thinking of them as handicapped children has been 
the basis of a rather substantial shift in thinking about 
Q J 
special education services during the past five years. 
Jones indicated that there has been a lack of inte­
gration of special education services. He further stated 
that services for different types of children have been 
artificially separated. There has also been a lack of in­
tegration of services for the handicapped with the regular 
or normal educational system. The idea of bringing all 
children into the mainstream of educational life has no 
meaning unless services can be effectively linked and inte­
grated. 
The concept of continuity of care and comprehensive 
services effectively integrated is not a new one. What is 
33Nicholas Hobbs, The Futures of Children (San 
Francisco: Jossey-Bass, 1975), p. 228. 
34Martinelli, Public Policy and the Education of 
Exceptional Children, p. 77. 
Jones, "Labels and Stigma," p. 570. 
new is the legal requirement that all children must be edu­
cated in the least restrictive educational environment and 
the seriousness with which the concept must now be taken 
in order to comply with the federal Public Law 94-142 and 
the state law House Bill 824."^ 
In order for a system of comprehensive integrated 
services to be available to all children, and in order for 
the concept of the right of all children to an appropriate 
education in the least restrictive setting to have meaning, 
there must be a strong commitment to the education and 
training of professionals to deliver those services. There 
must also exist a strong commitment to research and to im­
provement of the knowledge base for the delivery of quality 
educational services and training. 
Field-based or inservice training has become a pri­
mary focus as a result of the stipulations of Public Law 
94-142. In order to provide mainstreamed educational serv­
ices to the majority of exceptional children, there must 
be a strong and concerted effort to provide training to 
regular classroom teachers and other professionals who 
teach normal children but who have not been trained in the 
methods and technologies of special education.^ Another 
36U.S., Congress, Pub. L. 94-142 (1975); N.C., 
General Statutes, Sec. 115 (1974). 
37 
Allen Gunn, Successful Programming: Many Points 
of View (San Rafael, Calif.: Academic Therapy Publications, 
1979), p. 83. 
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aspect of the provision of inservice training efforts has 
to do with the retraining of special educators and other 
professionals who were trained to provide educational serv­
ices for exceptional children, but who were not trained to 
provide the integrated, technical support services neces­
sary for mainstreaming. As Martinelli stated, a good spe­
cial class teacher is not necessarily a good consultant for 
regular classroom teachers. Different competencies are in­
volved and existing- professional personnel must be trained 
to engage in this new role.^® 
Local education agencies are left with the initial 
responsibility for developing a local plan making inservice 
training available to all general and special personnel. 
Regulations relating to Public Law 94-142 stipulate that 
the plan must ensure that inservice programs include 
1. Use of incentives for teacher participation 
2. Involvement of local staff in determining needs 
and programs 
3. Use of effective innovative practices 
4. Alternative professional development opportun­
ities . 39 
Local school districts across the country now have 
the legal responsibility for planning and making available 
^Martinelli, p. 73. 
39Pub. L. 94-142, sec. 121(a), 382(b)(1)-383(b)(1). 
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inservice training in special education. For most districts 
this process represents their first steps in systematically 
addressing inservice training needs in special education. 
There is no lack of issues or concerns relating to inserv­
ice training, but there is a lack of relevant experience, 
hard data, and proven procedures which can be effectively 
adopted. 
School districts are in part dependent upon the 
effectiveness of their state agency in acquiring and co­
ordinating resources needed to support local efforts. In 
a report of the National Inservice Network, a list of repre­
sentative questions school districts must resolve are in­
cluded: 
1. How is inservice training in special education 
related to other inservice training? 
2. How will inservice training be defined? 
3. How will the necessary participation in 
planning be gained? 
4. How will inservice needs be determined? 
5. What forms of inservice delivery are possible? 
6. How will the content for inservice be determined? 
7. How will local staff be used? 
8. How are principals involved in building-based 
inservice? 
9. How can inservice training be individualized? 
10. How will inservice efforts be financed? 
11. What incentives will be provided? 
12. Who will provide inservice? 
13. How will acceptance for and participation in 
the inservice be gained? 
14. How will transfer of training be supported? 
15. How will teacher collective-bargaining issues 
be dealt with?40 
^Kenneth Baker, "National Inservice Network: An 
Emerging Collaborative Effort between Regular and Special 
Educators," Inservice (October, 1980), pp. 22-23. 
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The problems facing the developing inservice efforts 
can be addressed and hopefully solved through coordinated 
state planning and support combined with well-considered 
local efforts at providing effective inservice training. 
As stated previously, each local educational agency 
has the responsibility for developing a Local Education 
Agency Application under Public Law 94-142, which must in­
clude procedures for the implementation and use of the Com­
prehensive System of Personnel Development established and 
described in each state's Annual Program Plan. 
Implementation of the Personnel Development section 
requires an unprecedented collaborative effort among state 
education agencies, local education agencies, and institu­
tions of higher education. Meyers pointed to a number of 
factors which hinder cooperative planning on the scale 
which is needed. The task looks difficult in light of 
the history of relationships and perceptions held about 
each other by the various agencies. Meyers feels that there 
is a tendency for local school districts to assume they are 
the only participants who know what is occurring on the 
front lines.^ State agencies are often perceived as 
having a regulatory image, and institutions of higher edu­
cation have difficulty escaping the "ivory tower" label. 
Meyers cautioned that these attitudes often interact to keep 
cooperative planning devoid of commitment and without 
^Meyers, Exceptional Children, p. 262. 
direction. Rude, in a status study of State Annual Program 
Plans for Inservice Training, concluded that "personnel 
development planning in most states is incomplete and 
lacking in comprehensiveness."^ This conclusion is con­
sistent with those arrived at by Schofer and Duncan in 
their national status study of statewide cooperative man-
/  3  power planning in special education. 
Merely mandating cooperative planning and the pro­
visions of inservice training is not sufficient. Improving 
instruction for handicapped students through inservice 
training requires a major investment of resources coupled 
with carefully planned improvement efforts. The force of 
law alone will not make inservice training an effective 
vehicle for improving the education of handicapped chil­
dren. Those responsible for planning and delivering in-
service training must demonstrate a sensitivity to real 
needs and a convincing capacity to deliver effective and 
efficient inservice training. 
^Charles Rude, "Trends and Priorities in Inservice 
Training," Exceptional Children 45 (Spring 1978), p. 174. 
^Andrew Schofer and Robert Duncan, Quality Prac­
tices Task Force Report (Bloomington: Indiana University 
Press, 1978), pp. 42-44. 
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CHAPTER III 
A REVIEW OF NATIONAL NEEDS ASSESSMENT PROCEDURES 
Nationwide there has developed a greater awareness 
of the need for additional training for those involved in 
meeting the educational needs of the handicapped. This 
greater awareness has led to a variety of inservice train­
ing programs designed to provide educators with techniques 
and methods relevant to teaching handicapped children. 
Developing a needs assessment procedure which will most 
likely produce an optimal inservice training program is 
therefore essential. Since there is no single optimal 
inservice program that fits all situations, how a program 
is selected becomes a decision of major importance. In 
this chapter a number of needs assessment procedures will 
be reviewed for the purpose of providing a greater over­
view of such procedures. 
Comprehensive System of Personnel 
Development 
The Comprehensive System of Personnel Development 
(CSPD) in effect designates a conceptual framework with 
which to formulate programs of personnel development in 
special education. As such it may serve as a useful 
guideline for selection of specific needs assessment 
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models. The acronym CSPD refers to four fundamental con­
cepts that may serve as useful guidelines for designing a 
needs assessment program. 
Comprehensive refers to the requirement that assess­
ment involve those individuals and agencies concerned with 
the education of handicapped children. The individuals and 
agencies may involve state and local leadership; instruction­
al, related services, and support personnel in special and 
regular education; professionals who prepare personnel on 
inservice and preservice levels; decision makers and centers 
of influence from the public and professional sectors; 
parents and advocates for the handicapped; people from rehab­
ilitation, social service, and health related agencies; pro­
fessionals who provide services in dissemination and techni­
cal assistance; and the community at large.^ 
System refers to the need for cohesive unity. System 
implies a unified approach that contrasts with an uncontrolled, 
riondirected, fragmented, and random process. What is needed 
is a systematic growth pattern for personnel development. 
Personnel involves more than just a few profession­
als assigned to handicapped children. Personnel includes 
parents and any individual who contributes significantly to 
the education of handicapped pupils. Some individuals should 
•^"Personnel Development in Special Education: Compre­
hensive System of Personnel Development," ERIC Clearinghouse 
on Handicapped and Gifted Children, Fall 1980, p. 1. 
have access to resources essential for their development as 
personnel. 
Development implies ongoing growth. Through devel­
opment there is achieved depth in the skills, attitudes, and 
knowledge needed to guide pupils in developing their capac­
ities . 
CSPD may be easily misapplied by individuals who 
fail to grasp the systems approach. Care should be taken 
not to overemphasize one of its four components at the ex­
pense' of the others. For example, CSPD may be seen as 
participatory planning or as inservice or as some other 
special technique, whereas in fact CSPD cannot be identi­
fied as one or a combination of its parts in isolation from 
the remaining parts. CSPD is "all of these vital elements, 
made whole and synergistic by an integrating, coordinating 
force. 
The CSPD approach challenges those individuals who 
identify with some special point of view. The system is 
basically a cooperative effort to encourage authentic growth 
through creative dialogue among those concerned with educa­
tion of the handicapped. CSPD calls for local, state, and 
federal partnerships for planned change in methods dealing 
with the handicapped. 
2 
Ibid. , p. 1. 
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The University of Southern California Trainer-
of-Trainers Program 
The University of Southern California School of Edu­
cation Trainer-of-Trainers Program sought to develop a well-
trained cadre of inservice trainer leaders who could meet a 
diversity of training needs, and thereby establish within a 
school district a program for meeting many of its ongoing 
inservice needs. Of special concern for the present review 
is not the training itself but the procedure that was em­
ployed in establishing it. 
The Trainer-of-Trainers Program was designed on the 
basis of systematic .preplanning. District personnel sur­
veyed staff to establish priority of inservice needs. The 
University of Southern California staff created the Trainer-
of-Trainers goals and objectives. Through collaboration a 
multidisciplinary team of six experts in the identified con­
tent fields was established. The team implemented the 
initial training and formed the support system used in one 
of the phases of the actual training program. 
A district advisory committee made up of teachers, 
principals, and district staff clarified the goals and ob­
jectives until both groups felt that the program was suffic­
iently formulated. Five meetings between the team and the 
district advisory committee further established the program 
^Elsa N. Brizzi, "A Collaborative Trainer of 
Trainers Inservice Program," Inservice,(October 1980), 
pp. 28-31. 
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goals and objectives. Also established were processes to 
guarantee new structures of governance which could adapt 
contents and learnings to individual trainers and schools. 
The president of the Lynwood School Board (for whom 
the program was designed) actively backed the program and 
participated in the opening meeting. District personnel 
were represented at every inservice session. Team members 
observed the daily evaluations which followed each inten­
sive session, and participated in wrap-up discussions at 
the end of each session. 
Principals tried to find those teachers who expressed 
willingness to participate in the trainer phase and who met 
certain preset criteria. Trainers themselves excelled as 
needs assessors of their own schools and as collaborators 
with the principal and staff in planning the sessions. Train­
ees were asked to evaluate the teacher trainers and the in-
service process. While the foregoing description of program 
development is not directly related to programs for the hand­
icapped, it does illustrate the general process of CSPD that 
might be applied to such programs. 
Training Needs Assessment Task Force 
The ERIC Exceptional Child Education Report^ for 
1980 dealt with the National Inservice Network's view of 
^ERIC, Needs Assessment for Inservice Education: 
Building Local Programs (Reston, Virginia: The Council 
for Exceptional Children, 1980). 
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needs assessment for inservice education, with emphasis on 
building local programs. A number of topics relating to 
needs assessment were dealt with by the four authors com­
prising the task force which drew up the report. One of 
these topics had to do with the current state of the art 
in educational needs assessment. According to task force 
member George Kuh, at least fifteen questions should be 
answered when planning and conducting a needs assessment: 
1. What is the problem or situation out of which 
needs will emerge? 
2. Is there a need for a needs assessment? 
3. Has a needs assessment team been identified? 
4. What are the purposes or expected outcomes 
of the needs assessment? 
5. Whose needs are to be assessed? 
6. What types of needs are to be assessed? 
7. Will a strengths analysis be performed? 
8. How will the required information be collected? 
9. Have the data-gathering devices been field 
tested? 
10. Has the desired information been collected? 
11. How will the data from the needs assessment 
process be analyzed? 
12. What are the implications of the needs 
assessment data? 
13. Are the results of the needs assessment commun­
icated in the appropriate forms to various 
constituencies or stakeholders? 
14.. Have the needs assessment data, implications, and 
recommendations been integrated into the building, 
district, and classroom planning process? 
15. Are the target groups being monitored to document 
the continuing validity of the identified needs?* 
Kuh suggested that needs assessment developments 
have not been coiranunicated adequately to educational plan­
ners. He believes that needs assessment works best when per 
formed on a relatively small scale. Thus building-level 
needs assessment is preferable to district-level assessment, 
and classroom-level assessment preferable to that at the 
building level. Holding teachers and students partially 
responsible for assessing their own needs was seen by Kuh 
as making the process educative and synergistic. 
In such instances the human connections between 
teachers, students, administrators, and parents 
are not buried in an appendix of a report generated 
by the central office, but rather are emphasized by 
those who personally experience and benefit from 
the interaction.6 
Another of the four task force members, Sharon 
Davis, indicated that needs assessment should be designed 
as an integral component of the cycle of planning, implement 
ing, and evaluating inservice education programs. Such an 
approach makes needs assessment an ongoing function of its 
program. Davis wrote that while approaches to needs 
5Ibid., pp. 9-12. 
6Ibid., p. 13. 
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assessment vary, there is significant agreement concerning 
the steps that are indigenous to the process. She listed 
seven major steps of a successful needs assessment process: 
1. State concerns 
2. Identify people and roles, 
3. Plan the needs assessment data collection. 
4. Implement the needs assessment data collection, 
5. Disseminate results and set priorities. 
6. Design the inservice program. 
7. Continue to assess needs.^ 
Davis listed a number of strategies available for 
needs assessment data collection. These include interviews 
(structured, unstructured, telephone), questionnaire, check­
list, content analysis of existing records (documentary 
analysis), observation, group process techniques (brain­
storming, buzzing), nominal group technique (the group 
identifies, ranks, and prioritizes needs statements), Delphi 
technique, testing, hearings, task force or committee, work-
g 
shops, slip writing, card sort, and studying students. 
The Task Force report concluded with a review of 
needs assessment in practice. For this purpose four in-
service training programs conducted in local school systems 
in the United States were visited to gain information about 
good needs assessment practices. The Regular Education 
^Ibid., p. 15. 
8lbid., pp. 24-31. 
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Inservice (Mainstrearning) Program illustrates the complete 
needs assessment process in practice, and is a good example 
of how needs assessment can be conducted simultaneously with 
the actual inservice program. The Regular Education Inserv­
ice Project illustrates several steps in needs assessment 
process and illustrates how an existing needs assessment in­
strument was adapted to meet local needs. Project SERC 
(Special Education in the Regular Classroom) presents a 
number of techniques for assessing and reassessing inservice 
training needs, including the Q sort, nominal group technique, 
and observation. Finally, the Model Program for Personnel 
Preparation in Secondary Schools shows how a project experi­
mented with a variety of needs assessment techniques in order 
to continually revise and improve needs assessment procedures. 
Regular Education Inservice Mainstreaming 
Program, El Paso, Texas^ 
This program was developed in order to meet the mandates 
of both Public Law 94-142 and Texas laws regarding education 
of handicapped children in the least restrictive environment. 
It was designed to retrain teachers in individualized strate­
gies to meet the special needs of the handicapped learner in 
the regular classroom. The project is designed to train four 
teachers and the principal from each of ten school campuses 
each year for a three-year period. When trained, these 
9Ibid., pp. 35-37. 
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people are expected to provide assistance to their col­
leagues and to conduct a building-level workshop before 
the project year ends. 
To plan and conduct the needs assessment, a project 
staff of three people, together with a project advisory 
council with a representative from each school district, was 
formed to assist in planning and programmatic decisions. The 
advisory council was instrumental in gaining support for the 
needs assessment and inservice program. 
The project staff employed several ways to identify 
the needs of the 50 people selected to receive training each 
year. Using six major previously identified needs, a check­
list was devised. Participants were asked to rate their com­
petency in performing specific tasks that fell within the 
six categories of need. Participants were also asked to 
assess innovations affecting their role in providing educa­
tion to handicapped children in the regular classroom. Pro­
ject staff continued to assess needs throughout the year. 
Technical assistance was provided to teachers individually 
in their classrooms, and a written record was kept of the 
various visits in which concerns about working with handi­
capped children and needs for training were identified. 
The results of the questionnaires were tabulated and 
used for the purpose of deciding what needs were priorities 
for the teachers. Workshops were planned to cover these 
priorities. At the end of the project year, all participants 
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responded again on a questionnaire. Pretest and posttest 
results were compared and served as an evaluative base for 
how well the project met the needs of participants. 
Regular Education Inservice Project, 
Reidsville, North CarolinalO 
The Reidsville City Schools system was concerned 
about inservice education for regular classroom teachers 
as many teachers had had little experience working with 
handicapped children. The teachers of the system had al­
ready expressed needs for inservice education and direct 
classroom support as required by state and federal law with 
respect to educating handicapped children. The school sys­
tem noted the need for better interstaff relations and in­
creased parental and community involvement in the education 
of handicapped children. 
The leadership and planning team, which included the 
project director and special educators from the school dis­
trict, decided to modify and adapt for local use an existing 
needs assessment instrument to identify the individual needs 
of each participant. Within the first few days of the school 
year, the assessment instrument was administered in each 
school by the teacher who was a member of the special educa­
tion cadre. Within two weeks the cadre had prepared individual 
profiles which expressed each person's needs in percentages 
10Ibid., pp. 37-38. 
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in every category of assessment. A member of the Cadre con­
ferred with each teacher and, keeping the profile in mind, 
respondents were asked to establish their needs for inserv-
ice. The project director then aggregated individual re­
sponses and produced a ranking of needs for each school and 
for the system. These data were sent to the superintendent, 
director of instruction, director of exceptional programs, 
and principals, so that there would be a system-wide base 
of support for the subsequent programming effort. 
Individual priorities for inservice education were 
matched across the system and a schedule for workshops was 
set up. Contracts were let to consultants who could address 
the identified topics. The inservice program provided work­
shops on 18 separate topics. About 82 percent of the 
trainees rated the overall success of the program as above 
average. 
Project SERC: Special Education in the Regular 
Classroom, Morgantown, West Virginia^ 
Project SERC was designed to meet Public Law 94-142 
and provide information about working with mildly disabled 
learners for regular classroom teachers. During the first 
training workshop, teachers were asked to respond to three 
instruments designed to help individual teachers and project 
staff identify areas in which teachers may need training. 
11Ibid., pp. 38-39. 
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One instrument was an attitude test toward handicapped chil­
dren and the various methods for working with particular 
handicapped children in the classroom. A second instrument 
was a special education information test which measured 
teachers' knowledge of special education concepts and laws 
affecting special education. The third instrument was an 
adaptation of the Q Sort, which determines how individuals 
presently perceive themselves on a specific item (real 
score) and how they would like to be on that item (ideal 
score). Discrepancies between real and ideal scores serve 
as a guide for training designed to meet these expressed 
needs. The nominal group techniques was also used to iden­
tify and prioritize training needs. In this approach, in­
dividual needs were discussed by the group and subsequent­
ly prioritized. 
As a final assessment of needs and effectiveness of 
the training, the initial three instruments were readminis-
tered to the project participants. The pretest and posttest 
results were compared to show changes in attitudes and knowl­
edge and to determine whether trainees' real perceptions of 
themselves had moved closer to the ideal they would like to 
achieve. 
Model Program for Personnel Preparation in 
Secondary Schools, Pittsburgh, 
Pennsylvania^ 
In this program of needs assessment, the techniques 
used for identifying workshop topics had evolved during the 
•^Ibid., pp. 39-40. 
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first two years of the project. In 1978, questionnaires 
were used at the start of the project to determine the 
needs to be covered in the workshops. But the project 
staff felt that this technique alone did not provide ade­
quate information. For the 1979-1980 school year, an in­
formal social event was held to discuss training needs. 
These needs, together with needs noted by supervisors and 
project staff, were used as a foundation for planning fall 
workshops the second year. In the spring of 1980, project 
staff refined their needs assessment procedure again. The 
first workshop held in the spring served as a planning 
session for future workshops. A group process technique 
similar to brainstorming was developed to identify and 
establish needs. 
Another component of the program was designed to 
train special-education resource teachers to serve as 
trainers of regular education teachers within each high 
school. The resource teachers were trained to identify 
the needs of the teachers in their building and to provide 
training and individualized assistance as needed. 
At the beginning of the school year the project 
staff aided the resource teachers in developing a ques­
tionnaire to be administered to teachers for the purpose 
of identifying the various training topics. The question­
naire served as a means for the resource teachers to 
initiate a personal discussion with teachers in which 
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their interests in the particular workshop training topics 
were determined. Based on the questionnaires and followup 
interviews, the resource teachers then planned several work­
shops for teachers in the particular school. 
Needs assessment was ongoing throughout the year in 
a number of ways. At the end of each workshop, the evalua­
tion procedure provided an opportunity to solicit input for 
future workshops. The resource teacher contacted each 
teacher personally to see if the workshop had met his or 
her needs. Meetings of department chairpersons were also 
used to identify training needs. Project staff visited 
many of the schools and were able to help resource teachers 
clarify workshop topics and goals. The resource teachers 
met periodically as a group to discuss training needs for 
future workshops. 
The training program which emerged was 
flexible and based on the needs of teachers in 
each building. The workshops addressed topics 
concerned with individualizing lessons, solv­
ing behavior problems, using and modifying media 
and materials for handicapped students in the 
regular classroom, and referring students to 
special programs. The resource teachers 
followed up the workshop by helping inter­
ested teachers apply the information from 
the session to their classroom.H 
As a result of observing needs assessment in 
action, the National Inservice Network Task Force 
13Ibid., p. 40. 
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identified a number of good practices, which can be sum­
marized as follows: 
1. Needs assessment should be an ongoing process. 
As trainees become more knowledgeable about the topic, their 
needs change. Most of these training programs continually 
reassessed participants' needs. 
2. Continual reassessment of needs requires flexi­
bility in program design. If emerging needs are identified 
during the implementation of the training, the program 
should be able to adapt to these needs. 
3. There must be a visible relationship between 
the needs assessment and the program delivery. Conducting 
a needs assessment leads people to expect that training 
will be developed to meet those needs. 
4. Trainees' own perceptions about their needs 
must be viewed as important. Participants should be in­
volved in planning the needs assessment, prioritizing 
needs, and program decision making. 
5. Needs assessment information should be gathered 
from more than one source, using different data collection 
techniques. This results in a more comprehensive identi­
fication of needs. 
6. Valid and reliable data collection techniques 
should be used. Trainees will be more willing to accept the 
results of the needs assessment if they perceive that the 
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assessment strategies used are valid. 
7. Needs assessment techniques should be used that 
identify individuals as well as group needs. Teachers tend 
to be more enthusiastic about training that assists them 
with their specific needs for working with children in 
their classrooms. 
8. Information gathered about training needs should 
be disseminated to those people, who participated in the needs 
assessment and to other audiences who may have an interest in 
it (for example, the community and school board members). 
This helps to establish credibility for the inservice pro­
gram which is developed. 4 
National Organizations and the Identification 
of Inservice Training Needs 
A survey of nine national educational organizations 
which belong to an informal Consortium on Inservice Educa­
tion formed by the Council for Exceptional Children (CEC) was 
1 S performed in the fall of 1979. Their responses were placed 
14Ibid., pp. 41-42. 
•^American Association of School Administrators, 
American Federation of Teachers, National Association of 
Elementary School Principals, National Association of 
Secondary School Principals, National Association of State 
Boards of Education, National Association of State Direc­
tors of Special Education, National Education Association, 
National School Boards Association, The Council for 
Exceptional Children. 
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in four categories, with the number of organizations using 
each needs assessment technique being contained in paren­
thesis . 
1. Analysis of existing records. Analyze state's 
Annual Program Plans (l). 
2. Use of surveys. Survey members with a needs 
assessment questionnaire (6) and formally interview members 
about problems related to implementing PL 94-142 and needs 
for training (3). 
3. Collection of opinions of others. Base decis­
ions on inservice training naeds on what knowledgeable head­
quarters. staff believe organization's members need to know 
(1); convene a task force or committee to examine inservice 
training needs (4); identify needs from problem areas re­
ported at meetings of the organization's executive board 
(4); and identify needs from problem areas reported by the 
Bureau of Education for the Handicapped (l). 
4. Observation and interaction. Note concerns and 
problems of constituents in implementing Public Law 94-142 
as identified through calls to headquarters and questions to 
16 staff members who travel in the field (5). 
In general, the analysis of existing records to 
determine training needs received little attention by these 
16 Sharon Davis, "The Identification of the Inservice 
Training Needs of Educators Working with Handicapped Chil­
dren," Inservice, October 1980, pp. 8-9. 
national organizations. They were considerably more 
directed toward contact and interaction with their members. 
Six organizations employed a questionnaire to reach their 
members, while three conducted interviews for determination 
of needs. Five of the organizations reported that they 
looked into concerns and problems of their constituents 
over implementing Public Law 94-142. These issues were 
identified through calls to headquarters and questions 
asked of staff members who function in the field. Needs 
assessment data were also obtained from meetings of the 
executive board. Several of the organizations established 
a task force or committee to identify training needs. 
Needs assessment techniques used by a particular 
organization tend to be tailored to the desires of their 
members. Thus, if an organization reports its membership 
as being overwhelmed with paper work, it will not very 
likely send out a questionnaire. In any event, "An organ­
ization with an executive board that is strongly interested 
in the training needs of members will use this body as a 
17 source of information on needs." 
State Agencies and the Identification of 
Inservice Training Needs 
In response to Public Law 94-142, each state must 
produce a plan for a comprehensive system of personnel 
17Ibid., p. 9. 
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development to be included in the state's Annual Program 
Plan submitted to the Bureau of Education for the Handi­
capped (BEH) in order to receive Part B funds. In order 
to determine how states are meeting the requirements for 
developing an inservice training plan, the Council for Excep­
tional Children conducted a review of 1978-79 Annual Pro-
18 gram Plans from 49 states. Data from 37 states revealed 
a variety of methods employed in identifying statewide 
training needs. 
Many of the states used more than one method to 
determine inservice training needs. The most prevalent 
means were to identify needs through analysis of data 
located in existing records and by conducting surveys. 
Twenty-two states reported seven different types of 
existing records that they use in determining training 
needs. Twenty-two states reported doing a survey to 
assess needs. Such surveys typically involved the admin­
istration of a questionnaire to a statewide sample of per­
sonnel. States also sought the judgment of individuals 
in identifying inservice training needs, and some states 
used advisory groups and task forces for this purpose. 
Some conducted open forums, while others relied on in­
formal feedback from individuals. Nine states mentioned 
18 Sharon Davis, A Review of Selected Inservice 
Training Components of States' 1978-79 Annual Program-
Plans (Reston, Virginia: The Council for Exceptional 
Children, 1979). 
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needs assessment methods that may be categorized as obser­
vation and interaction. That is, by observing educators 
in the classroom during inservice training and in class­
rooms, much can be learned about inservice training needs. 
Overview and Discussion 
A variety of needs assessment activities are used 
by states, national organizations, and various projects to 
determine inservice training needs of teachers. Most wide­
ly used is the survey instrument. However, such instruments 
usually reflect some kind of bias in the designers, thereby 
restricting somewhat the kind of response that can be made. 
A ready-made list of topics from which to choose does not 
mean that a free choice has been made; a number of needs may 
have been left out of the list. Even if the respondents are 
offered the opportunity to express their own views through 
open-ended questions on another part of the questionnaire, 
many will tend to respond only to the available choices, 
thus failing to identify their own needs. Data collection 
should involve multiple processes which offer a greater op­
portunity for a fuller range of needs to be expressed. 
Many of the methods of determining training needs 
are implemented informally when it comes to data collection 
and documentation. Needed are formal measurement proce­
dures for collecting the opinions of experts as well as 
teachers involved in the classroom. 
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The national Task Force on Training Needs Assess­
ment established by the National Inservice Network has 
provided considerable assistance to the field concerning 
needs assessment. Working in collaboration with the Coun­
cil for Exceptional Children's Needs Assessment Project, 
the task force has made visits to various inservice pro­
grams to observe good practices in needs assessment, some 
of which have been reported in this review. The Council 
for Exceptional Children's own Needs Assessment Project is 
designed to assist inservice planners and providers at the 
local, state, and national level in order to improve their 
practices with regard to needs assessment. The project 
has developed a one-day workshop on how to conduct a needs 
assessment. This Needs Assessment Workshop was piloted at 
the 1980 Council for Exceptional Children Annual Convention 
1 Q 
and is currently available for use in other sites. y 
Needs assessment may function as part of a program's 
evaluation process and can be used to justify requests for 
funds, services, or materials. Needs assessment serves as 
the basis for prioritizing training needs. Unless needs 
are identified accurately, how much and what kind of in-
service training are required will go largely undetermined. 
The needs assessment efforts described in this chapter play 
a vital role in that determination. 
•^Davis, Inservice Training, p. 74. 
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CHAPTER IV 
METHODOLOGY AND ANALYSIS OF THE DATA 
Methodology 
General Concept 
The problem of the study was to investigate the 
procedures used to determine inservice training needs for 
educators as a result of Public Law 94-142. Specifically, 
the study sought to determine the needs assessment proce­
dures employed by a sample of directors of special educa­
tion from the North Carolina public schools system. Eight 
questions were to be answered. Data were collected from 
the sample relating to the process of determining inserv­
ice training needs in special education. 
Population Design for the Study 
Data were collected from school systems located in 
the state of North Carolina. The 1977-1978 Educational 
Directory for the Public School System of North Carolina 
listed 145 public school administrative units functioning 
within the eight educational districts of North Carolina.^ 
Of these, one hundred were county units, and the remaining 
^"Educational Directory, 1980-81 (Raleigh, North 
Carolina: State Department of Public Instruction, 1981). 
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forty-five were city administrative units. Each adminis­
trative unit included one school board, one superintendent, 
and sufficient elementary and secondary schools to support 
9 
the student enrollment. 
Selection Process for the 
Administrative Units 
Two criteria were operative in selecting an admin­
istrative unit for the research: (1) school administrative 
units must be legally organized and employ a superintendent 
or some designated chief administrator who is responsible 
directly to the school board, and (2) the mandates of 
North Carolina must be complied with regarding school board 
constituency, with one member of the school board being 
designated as chairperson or in an appropriate position of 
authority in order to act officially as presiding officer. 
Excluded from this study were private and parochial schools 
and schools within the community college system. The selec­
tion followed a model developed by Dr. Henry Grill in his 
study on North Carolina superintendencies. 
Thirty-two percent or forty-six administrative units 
were randomly chosen. As shown in Table 1, each unit was 
classified as to type of unit (county or city) and student 
population. The random selection yielded thirty-one county 
units and fifteen city units. It was felt that these units 
^North Carolina, Public School Laws, Sec. 115-3 
(1976). 
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would provide access to representative cross-sections of 
socioeconomic and student populations. 
Developing the Questionnaire 
The questionnaire was developed from a review of 
the related literature. The instrument was designed to 
collect opinions concerning the needs assessment process 
of local school systems as perceived by the directors of 
special education. Guidelines and criteria for the con­
struction of the questionnaire were based on a national 
needs assessment study conducted by the Council for Excep­
tional Children and on the work of the Evaluation Consort-
3 ium in Charlottesville, Virginia. 
The questionnaire consisted of fourteen items. 
The first six items sought information on the type of 
administrative unit in which the director worked; the 
size of the school district; the type of needs assessment 
used in the school system; who is involved in conducting 
needs assessments; whether critiques of needs assessment 
are conducted, either orally or written; and whether writ-
'.ten reports on needs assessment are on file in the Depart­
ment of Special Services for a school district. Items 
3 Sharon Davis et al., Exceptional Child Education 
Report: Needs Assessment for Inservice Education (Reston, 
Virginia: Council for Exceptional Children, 1980), pp. 54-
55; Robert Covert, "Guidelines and Criteria for Constructing 
Questionnaires" (Charlottesville: University of Virginia, 
1977), pp. 87-92. 
Table 1 
School Systems and Student Population Count 
Student 
Enrollment 
Student 
Population 
Total 
Units 
Type of 
County 
Unit 
City 
No. Selected 
County City 
Alternates* 
Under 5,001 195,645 63 33 30 10 9 2 
5,001-10,000 374,478 51 40 11 12 4 2 
10,000-20,000 298,420 22 19** 3 6 4 2 
20,001-30,000 103,034 4 3 1 1 1 1 
Over 30,000 262,292 5 5 - 2 - 1 
Total 1,233,869 145 100 45 31 31 7 
"Alternates are included within random selection (not separately). 
""investigator's county was omitted from random selection. 
CTi 
Ln 
seven and eight ask the director to indicate whether the 
needs assessment procedure he or she is connected with has 
improved the department's and the director's competency in 
a number of areas related to needs assessment procedures. 
Item nine does the same but with respect to financial 
management specifically. Item ten asks the directors to 
indicate whether or not needs assessment procedures used 
in their school district have improved their competency 
in a number of instructional areas. Item eleven asks the 
director to indicate whether or not the needs assessment 
procedure in his or her district has provided inservice 
training in a number of specific areas. Items twelve and 
thirteen ask the directors to indicate whether they feel 
that their needs assessment procedures are necessary for 
the improvement of inservice training, and whether they 
feel that these procedures will make a significant con­
tribution toward the quality of inservice training pro­
vided. Item fourteen asks the respondents to make addi­
tional comments if they wish. 
Responses to the questionnaire items were in terms 
of the directors' own perceptions. They were asked to check 
one of five alternatives after each statement: strongly 
agree, agree, undecided, disagree, and strongly disagree. 
The respondents were informed that the study was concerned 
only with the combined responses of a number of directors, 
and that their responses would be kept confidential. 
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Eight directors of special education selected from 
the North Carolina public school system were asked to re­
view and evaluate the contents of the proposed question­
naire and to recommend changes, if any, to the investiga-
'.tors. The issue of positive response bias format was eval­
uated by this review group, which recommended that the bias 
remain in the interest of clarity and consistent response 
on the part of their peers. On the basis of this field 
test, the questionnaire was revised to include the sug­
gested changes. The questionnaire in final form is shown 
in Appendix A. 
Administration of the Questionnaire 
The questionnaire, a letter of introduction 
(Appendix B), and an addressed postage-paid return 
envelope were distributed by mail to the selected di­
rectors . The participants were asked to fill out the 
questionnaire according to the instructions provided 
and to return it by a specific date to the researcher. 
A follow-up letter (Appendix C) with another question­
naire and return envelope was mailed to those who had not 
returned their responses by the date specified origin­
ally, emphasizing the need for their responses. 
Analysis of the Data 
The questionnaire data collected represented 
opinions of directors of special education in the North 
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Carolina public school system. Thirty-five or seventy-six 
percent of the forty-six directors in the study returned 
the questionnaire. 
Demographic Data 
The first six items on the questionnaire provided 
essentially demographic data. Responses to item one indi­
cated that twenty-two (63%) of the directors functioned in 
county units and twelve (34%) functioned in city units. 
One director (3%) reported that his was both a county and 
city unit. 
Item two of the questionnaire indicated the size 
of the school districts involved in the study. Fifteen 
school districts (437o) had fewer than 5,001 students, fif­
teen (43%) had between 5,001 and 10,000 students; three 
(87o) had between 10,001 and 20,000 students; one (37o) had 
between 20,001 and 30,000 students; and one (3%) had over 
30,000 students. 
Responses to item three indicated the type of 
needs assessment conducted in a given school system. Nine­
teen school districts (54%) reported having formal needs 
assessment surveys distributed to teachers; fifteen (43%) 
reported having formal assessment based on discussion with 
teachers; two (6%) reported having outside evaluation con­
sultants; one (3%) reported no needs assessment; and three 
(8%) reported other types of needs assessment: informal 
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done by coordinator and the special education teacher, and 
needs assessment in process of being developed. (It should 
be noted that the percentages add up to more than one hun­
dred because five respondents registered responses in two 
categories.) 
Item four asked when the needs assessments in the 
school districts are conducted, or more precisely, who are 
the participants when they are conducted. Twenty-one dis­
tricts (60%) reported having needs assessments at regular 
staff meetings with teachers; five (147o) reported that 
these took place at supervisory meetings; ten (287o) re­
ported having needs assessment at specially designated 
sessions; and 6 (17%) reported other times and by other 
means (at the individual school faculty meeting, through 
distribution of surveys to schools, and informal inter­
views) . (Since a number of individuals responded to more 
than just one category on this item, the percentages re­
ported here are somewhat higher than one hundred.) 
With regard to the fifth item, critique of needs 
assessments conducted, only one (3%>) respondent said that 
such critiques were never made; fifteen (437o) that they 
were made orally; six (17%) that they were in written 
form; and thirteen (37%) that they were both oral and 
written. 
The sixth and final demographic item asked whether 
written reports on needs assessments are on file in the 
respondent's Department of Special Services. Nineteen 
(54%) indicated yes, twelve (34%) said no, and four (12%) 
that they did not know. 
Summary of School System Size and 
Needs Assessment Methods 
Committee members recommended that comparative 
data be developed to reflect any correlations between 
school system size and the use of a formal needs assess­
ment rather than more informal means of determining in-
service needs. Table 2 indicates that there was no cor­
relation between larger systems and the use of formal 
needs assessments. Therefore, the use of more formal 
means of determining inservice needs was not restricted 
to systems of a particular population grouping but was 
used throughout the range of system sizes. 
Summary of Directors' Responses to Needs 
Assessment Items and Related Topics 
Table 3 is a summary of how the thirty-five 
directors of the study sample responded to the twenty-nine 
needs assessment topics listed under items seven through 
thirteen of the questionnaire. Responses are summarized 
in the table under five categories: strongly agree, agree, 
undecided, disagree, and strongly disagree. 
For the purpose of evaluating the total group 
(N = 35) response to these topics, a mean sample response 
Table 2 
Summary of School System Size and Needs Assessment Methods 
System Size by Formal Needs Formal Needs Outside No Needs 
Student Assessment Assessment Evaluation Assess-
Enrollment Surveys Based on Dis- Consultants ment 
cussion 
Under 5,001 15 systems 
5,001-10,000 15 systems 
10,001-20,000 3 systems 
20,001-30,000 1 system 
Over 30,000 1 system 
Total Responses 
7 8 1 
8 5 
2  1 1 1  
1 
1 11 
19 15 3 1 
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was computed for each of the twenty-nine topics and each 
of the seven items. First, each category of response was 
assigned a weight on a scale of 1 to 5 as follows: 
strongly disagree (1); disagree (2); undecided (3); agree 
(4); strongly agree (5), and the group mean score for each 
topic was computed. Second, for each of the seven items 
these mean topic scores were averaged to obtain a mean 
item score. These mean individual topic scores and the 
mean item scores are summarized in Table 4 for the pur­
pose of evaluating the eight research questions posed by 
the study. 
Analysis of Directors' Responses to the 
Needs Assessment Items and Topics 
Item seven. The data in Table 3 show that for 
item seven, the vast majority of the thirty-five direc­
tors of special education either agreed or strongly agreed 
that the needs assessment procedure used by their respec­
tive school system's Department of Special Education im­
proved that department's ability with respect to nine 
specific topics. In the category of agreement (agree or 
strongly agree) were ninety-seven percent (34) of the 
directors with respect to planning more effectively; 
eighty-six percent (30) with respect to establishing 
lines of responsibility for needs assessment; eighty per­
cent (28) with respect to making prompt, sound decisions; 
ninety-one percent (32) with respect to recognizing and 
correcting the needs of those working with special needs 
teachers; eighty-seven percent (28) with respect to coor­
dinating system resources; sixty-three percent (22) with 
respect to originating new approaches to problems; 
eighty-nine percent (31) with respect to developing two-
way communication with staff; ninety-one percent (32) 
with respect to developing and maintaining future plans; 
and eighty-nine percent (31) with respect to providing 
professional growth for a staff and school personnel. 
The data shown in Table 4 indicate that the mean 
topic score for the thirty-five directors ranged from 
3.7 to 4.3 for item seven, with the item mean score for 
all nine topics in that item being 4.1. This item mean 
score of 4.1 indicates that for all nine topics as a 
whole, the directors as a group were in agreement that 
the needs assessment procedure in their respective school 
system's Department of Special Education had improved 
their department's competence. Arranged in order of 
most improvement in competence to least improvement, 
the topics were planning more effectively (4.3); recog­
nizing and correcting the needs of those working with 
special needs teachers (4.2); developing and maintaining 
future plans (4.2); providing professional growth for 
staff and school personnel (4.2); developing two-way 
communication with staff (4.1); establishing lines of 
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responsibility for needs assessment (4.1); coordinating 
system resources (4.0); making prompt, sound decisions 
(3.9); and originating new approaches to problems (3.7). 
The data in Table 3 and Table 4 show that on the 
whole directors of special education favor their needs 
assessment procedures' educative value for staff. The 
only low score that might merit special attention is the 
3.7 for originating new approaches to problems. Table 3 
indicates that nine directors were uncertain and four 
actually disagreed that their school system's approach 
to needs assessment helped to teach them how to develop 
new approaches to needs assessment. 
Item eight. The data in Table 3 show mixed 
results for the five topics addressed in item eight. 
The item sought to ascertain the extent to which indi­
vidual competency of the local directors had been im­
proved by the needs assessment procedure in their re­
spective school districts. Ninety-one percent (32) 
of the directors thought that the needs assessment 
procedure employed in their school system had improved 
their understanding of the needs of the special educa­
tion program. Ninety-one percent (32) thought that 
there had been improvement in their ability to coordi­
nate staff and resources in curriculum development and 
improvement. Seventy-four percent (26) felt that they 
Table 3 
Summary of Director's Responses to Needs Assessment Process 
Statement Strongly Strongly 
Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Disagree 
Item seven. The needs assessment proce-
dure used by your school system's Depart­
ment of Special Education has improved 
the Department's ability to: 
a. Plan more effectively 11 23 1 
b. Establish lines of responsibili­
ty for needs assessment 8 22 5 
c. Make prompt sound decisions. . . 4 24 6 1 
d. Recognize and correct the needs 
of those working with special 
needs teachers 9 23 3 
e. Coordinate system resources. . . 9 19 6 1 
f. Originate new approaches to 
problems 5 17 9 4 
g. Develop two-way communication 
with staff 10 21 - 4 
h. Develop and maintain future plans 11 21 3 
i. Provide professional growth for 
staff and school personnel ... 12 19 4 
Table 3 (continued) 
Statement Strongly Strongly 
Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Disagree 
Item Eight. The needs assessment proce-
dure used in your local school system 
has improved the competency of the Local 
Director in: 
a. Improving the Local Director's 
understanding of the needs of the 
Special Education Program. ... 9 23 2 
b. Coordinating staff and resources 
in curriculum development and im­
provement 11 21 1 
c. Implementing the Special Educa­
tion Department's philosophy of 
education 7 19 8 
d. Determining the educational needs 
of the community relating to 
special needs children 3 16 14 
e. Organizing an evaluative system 
for programs and personnel in 
special education 2 16 16 
Table 3 (continued) 
Statement Strongly Strongly 
Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Disagree 
Item Nine. The needs assessment proce­
dure used in the Department of Special 
Education has improved competency in 
financial management in the following 
ways: 
a. Keeping abreast of legislation 
and regulations relating to in-
service training 4 
b. Organizing structure for in-
service budget preparation. . . 7 
c. Evaluating financial needs for 
inservice training and making 
recommendations to the Superin­
tendent and Board . 6 
d. Organizing a structure for appro­
priate spending, controlling, and 
accounting for monies spent on 
inservice for program needs . . 6 
21 
21 
7 
3 
3 
4 
26 
28 
Table 3 (continued) 
Statement Strongly Strongly 
Agree Agree Uncertain Disagree Disagree 
Item Ten. The needs assessment proce­
dure used in the Department of Special 
Education has improved competency in 
relating to other instructional areas 
as follows: 
a. Gaining respect and support of 
instructional supervisors. ... 2 20 13 
b. Participation in the system-
wide inservice training 5 25 3 
c. Interpreting special programs 
to other instructional super­
visors and personnel 7 21 7 
d. Working effectively with public 
and private agencies - 15 14 
Table 3 (continued) 
Statement Strongly Strongly 
Agree Agree Uncertain Disagree Disagree 
Item Eleven. The needs assessment pro­
cedure has involved providing inserv-
ice for the following: 
a. Special needs teachers directly 
inovlved with special needs 
students 14 20 - 1 
b. Regular classroom teachers in­
volved with special needs stu­
dents 10 22 - 1 
c. Support personnel involved with 
special needs students, i.e., 
guidance counselors and reading 
coordinators 8 23 2 2 
d. Special Education Citizens' 
Advisory Councils - 10 12 12 1 
e. Instructional and administrative 
personnel 2 30 3 
f. Parents and advocacy groups. . . 2 12 10 9 2 
Table 3 (continued) 
Statement Strongly Strongly 
Agree Agree Uncertain Disagree Disagree 
Item Twelve. The needs assessment 
procedure, as designed, is neces­
sary for the improvement of provision 
of inservice training 9 24 2 
Item Thirteen. The needs assessment 
procedure, as designed, will make a 
significant contribution toward the 
quality of inservice training pro­
vided 6 23 6 
00 
o 
Table 4 
Summary of Mean Topic Scores and Mean Item Scores 
Item Seven. The needs assessment procedure 
used by your school system's Department of 
Special Education has improved the Depart­
ment 's ability to: 
t | ii , «• 
Topics Mean Topic Score (N = 35) 
a. Plan more effectively 4.3 
b. Establish lines of responsibility for 
needs assessment 4.1 
c. Make prompt, sound decisions 3.9 
d. Recognize and correct the needs of those 
working with special needs teachers 4.2 
e. Coordinate system resources 4.0 
f. Originate new approaches to problems 3.7 
g. Develop two-way communication with staff .... 4.1 
h. Develop and maintain future plans 4.2 
i. Provide professional growth for staff and 
school personnel 4.2 
Item Mean Score (N = 9) 4.1 
Table 4 (continued) 
Item Eight. The needs assessment procedure 
used in your local school system has im­
proved the competency of the Local Director 
in: 
Topics Mean Topic Score (N = 35) 
a. Improving the Local Director's 
understanding of the needs of the 
Special Education Program 4.1 
b. Coordinating staff and resources in 
curriculum development and improvement 4.2 
c. Implementing the Special Education 
Department's philosophy of education 3.9 
d. Determining the educational needs of 
the community relating the special 
needs children ........ 3.6 
e. Organizing an evaluative system for 
programs and personnel in special 
education 3.5 
Item Mean Score (N = 5) 3.9 
00 
to 
Table 4 (continued) 
Item Nine. The needs assessment procedure 
used in the Department of Special Education 
has improved competency in financial manage­
ment in the following ways: 
Topics 
a. Keeping abreast of legislation and 
regulations relating to inservice 
training 
b. Organizing structure for inservice 
budget preparation 
c. Evaluating financial needs for inservice 
training and making recommendations to 
the Superintendent and Board 
d. Organizing a structure for appropriate 
spending, controlling, and accounting 
for monies spent on inservice for pro­
g r a m  n e e d s  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Item Mean Score (N = 4) 
Mean Topic Score (N = 35) 
3.7 
3.9 
4.1 
3.9 
3.9 
00 
Co 
Table 4 (continued) 
Item Ten. The needs assessment procedure 
used in the Department of Special Education 
has improved competency in relating to other 
instructional areas as follows: 
Topics Mean Topic Score (N = 35) 
a. Gaining respect and support of 
instructional supervisors 3.7 
b. Participation in system-wide 
inservice training ..... 3.9 
c. Interpreting special programs to 
other instructional supervisors 
and personnel 4.0 
d. Working effectively with public 
and private agencies 3.3 
Item Mean Score (N = 4) 3.7 
00 
Table 4 (continued) 
Item Eleven. The needs assessment procedure 
has involved providing inservice for the 
following: 
Topics Mean Topic Score (N = 35) 
a. Special needs teachers directly-
involved with special needs students 4.5 
b. Regular classroom teachers involved 
with special needs students 4.2 
c. Support personnel involved with special 
needs students, i.e., guidance counselors 
and reading coordinators 4.1 
d. Special Education Citizen's Advisory-
Councils. . 2.9 
e. Instructional and administrative 
personnel 4.0 
f. Parents and advocacy groups 3.1 
Item Mean Score (N = 6) 3.8 
Table 4 (continued) 
Item Twelve. The needs assessment procedure, 
as designed, is necessary for the improvement 
of provision of inservice training. 
Item Mean Score (N = 35) 4.2 
Item Thirteen. The needs assessment procedure, 
as designed,will make a significant contribu­
tion toward the quality of inservice training 
provided. 
Item Mean Score (N = 35) 4.0 
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had improved in their ability to implement the special 
education department's philosophy of education. 
However, with respect to their competency in 
determining the educational needs of the community re­
lating to special needs children, only fifty-four percent 
(19) felt that their competency had been improved. Four­
teen were undecided and two disagreed as to their improve­
ment on this topic. With respect to the directors' com­
petency in organizing an evaluative system for programs 
and personnel in special education, only fifty-one per­
cent (18) felt that their competency had improved. Six­
teen of the directors were undecided and one disagreed 
as to his improvement on this topic. 
The data in Table 4 indicate that the mean topic 
scores for the thirty-five directors ranged from 3.5 to 
4.2 for item 8, with the item mean score for all five 
topics being 3.9. This item mean score is just slightly 
below the agreement (4.0) level, and thereby indicates 
that, for all five topics as a whole, the directors as a 
group were in fairly good agreement that the needs assess­
ment procedure in their respective school system's depart­
ment of special education had improved their competency 
with respect to the five topics listed. Arranged in order 
of most improvement in personal competence to least im­
provement, the topics were coordinating staff and resources 
in curriculum development and improvement (4.2); improving 
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the local director's understanding of the needs of the 
special education program (4.1); implementing the spe­
cial education department's philosophy of education (3.9); 
determining the educational needs of the community relat­
ing to special needs children (3.6); and organizing an 
evaluative system for programs and personnel in special 
education (3.5). The mean topic scores of 3.6 and 3.5 
for the last two topics, respectively, indicate that the 
directors as a group were only halfway between indecision 
and agreement with respect to these two topics. 
The data in Table 3 and Table 4 indicate that the 
directors as a group felt that the needs assessment pro­
cedure used in their respective school systems had im­
proved their competency in three topics: improving their 
understanding of the needs of the special education pro­
gram; coordinating staff and resources in curriculum 
development and improvement; and implementing the special 
education department's philosophy of education. However, 
this was not the case with the two topics of determining 
the educational needs of the community relating to special 
needs children, and organizing an evaluative system for 
programs and personnel in special education. At least 
fourteen directors were undecided on each of these two 
topics. 
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Item nine. The data in Table 3 indicate that for 
item nine, a decided majority of the thirty-five directors 
of special education either agreed or strongly agreed that 
the needs assessment procedure used in their respective 
department of special education had improved their com­
petency in financial management in four ways. Seventy-
one percent (25) of the directors sampled thought that 
the needs assessment procedure used by their respective 
department of special education had improved their compe-
* 
tency in keeping abreast of legislation and regulations 
relating to inservice training. Eighty percent (28) 
thought they had improved in their competency for organ­
izing structures for inservice budget preparation. Ninety-
one percent (32) felt improvement in evaluating financial 
needs for inservice training and making recommendations 
to the superintendent and board. Finally, eighty per­
cent (28) were of the opinion that they had improved in 
their ability to organize a structure for appropriate 
spending, controlling, and accounting for monies spent 
on inservice for program needs. 
The data in Table 4 show that the mean topic 
scores for the thirty-five directors ranged from 3.7 to 
4.1 for item nine, with an item mean score of 3.9 for 
all four topics. This item mean score is just slightly 
below the agreement (4.0) level, and thereby indicates 
that, for all four topics as a whole, the directors as a 
group were in agreement that the needs assessment proce­
dure in their respective school system's department of 
special education had improved their competency in the 
four topics listed. Arranged in order of most improvement 
in personal competence to least improvement, the topics 
were evaluating financial needs for inservice training and 
making recommendations to the superintendent and board 
(4.1); organizing a structure for appropriate spending, 
controlling, and accounting for monies spent on inservice 
for program needs (3.9); and keeping abreast of legisla­
tion and regulations relating to inservice training (3.7). 
The data in Table 3 and Table 4 indicate that the 
directors as a group felt that the needs assessment proce­
dure used in their respective school systems had improved 
their competency in financial management with regard to 
all four of the topics listed. Only three directors dis­
agreed that they had improved in their competency to keep 
abreast of legislation and regulations relating to inserv­
ice training, and only four disagreed that they had im­
proved in organizing structure for inservice budget prep­
aration. These few exceptions were not sufficiently large 
in number to suggest any significant exception to the over­
all trend of improved competency with reference to the four 
topics listed. 
Item ten. The data in Table 3 show mixed results 
for the four topics addressed in item ten, which sought to 
ascertain whether or not the needs assessment procedure 
used in the directors' respective department of special 
education had improved their competency in relating to 
other instructional areas. Eighty-six percent (30) of the 
directors felt that the needs assessment procedure employed 
in their school system had improved their competency in 
participating in systemwide inservice training. Eighty 
percent (28) of the directors thought that there had been 
improvement in their ability to interpret special programs 
to other instructional supervisors and personnel. 
However, with respect to their competency in gain­
ing respect and support of instructional supervisors, only 
sixty-three percent (22) felt that their competency had 
been improved. Thirteen of the directors were undecided 
on this topic. With respect to their competency to work 
effectively with public and private agencies, only forty-
three percent (15) agreed that they had improved in their 
ability to work effectively with public and private agen­
cies. None of the directors strongly agreed on this topic, 
with fourteen being uncertain and six in disagreement that 
their competency had improved. 
The data in Table 4 indicate that the mean topic 
scores for the thirty-five directors ranged from 3.3 to 
4.0 for item ten, with an item mean score of 3.7 for all 
four topics. This item mean score, while well above the 
undecided category, is not sufficiently close to 4.0 to 
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warrant the conclusion that the directors on the whole 
were in agreement with the four topics listed under item 
ten. Arranged in order of most improvement in personal 
competence to least improvement, the topics are interpret­
ing special programs to other instructional supervisors 
and personnel (4.0); participation in system-wide inserv-
ice training (3.9); gaining respect and support of instruc­
tional supervisors (3.7); and working effectively with 
public and private agencies (3.3). 
The data in Table 3 and Table 4 indicate that the 
directors as a group felt that the needs assessment proce­
dure of their respective department of special education 
had improved their competency only on two topics: inter­
preting special programs to other instructional supervisors 
and personnle, and participation in system-wide inservice 
training. With regard to the other two topics of item ten, 
the group of directors showed only mild agreement that their 
competency had improved in gaining respect and support of 
instructional supervisors, and clear uncertainty and dis­
agreement (fifty-seven percent) that their competency had 
improved with regard to working effectively with public 
and private agencies. 
Item eleven. The data in Table 3 with regard to 
item eleven reveal the extent to which the needs assess­
ment procedures in the school systems of the thirty-five 
directors provided inservice training for six areas. 
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Ninety-seven percent (34) of the directors agreed that in-
service training was provided for special needs teachers 
directly involved with special needs students. Ninety-
one percent (32) felt that inservice training was provided 
for regular classroom teachers involved with special needs 
students. Eighty-nine percent (31) were of the opinion 
that inservice was being provided for support personnel in­
volved with special needs students (guidance counselors and 
reading coordinators). Ninety-two percent (32) indicated 
that inservice was being provided for instructional and 
administrative personnel. 
However, there were two areas in which the direc­
tors did not feel that inservice training was being ade­
quately provided. Only twenty-nine percent (10) felt 
that inservice was being provided for special education 
citizens' advisory councils. Twelve of the directors were 
uncertain on this topic and twelve disagreed that inservice 
was being provided. Only forty percent (14) felt that in-
service was being provided for parents and advocacy groups. 
Ten directors were uncertain on this topic and nine dis­
agreed that inservice was being provided. 
The data in Table 4 indicate that the mean topic 
scores for the thirty-five directors range from 2.9 to 
4.5 for item eleven, with an item mean score of 3.8 for 
all six topics. The significance of this 3.8 mean item 
score is better seen by noting that for four of the six 
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topics, the mean topic score was over 4.0, while for the 
remaining two it was well below 4.0. Arranged in order of 
those areas receiving most inservice to those receiving the 
least, the topics are special needs teachers directly in­
volved with special needs students (4.5); regular classroom 
teachers involved with special needs students (4.2); sup­
port personnel involved with special needs students (guid­
ance counselors and reading coordinators) (4.1); instruc­
tional and administrative personnel (4.0); parents and ad­
vocacy groups (3.1); and special education citizens' advis­
ory councils (2.9). 
The data in Table 3 and Table 4 indicate that the 
directors were in definite agreement that inservice had 
been provided for four areas: special needs teachers di­
rectly involved with special needs students; regular class­
room teachers involved with special needs students; support 
personnel involved with special needs students (guidance 
counselors and reading coordinators); and instructional 
and administrative personnel. However, they were in equal­
ly sharp agreement that inservice training had not been 
provided for special education citizens' advisory councils 
and for parents and advocacy groups. 
Item twelve. The data in Table 3 with regard to 
item twelve indicate the extent to which the thirty-five 
directors felt that the needs assessment procedure, as de­
signed in their respective school systems, is necessary 
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for the improvement of provision of inservice training. 
Ninety-four percent (33) of the directors agreed that such 
is the case, with only six percent (2) being uncertain. 
The data in Table 4 for item 12 show an item mean score 
of 4.2. The data in Table 3 and Table 4 indicate that 
the directors were very much in agreement that their 
school system's needs assessment procedures are necessary 
for the improvement of the provision of inservice training. 
Item thirteen. The data in Table 3 with regard to 
item thirteen show the extent to which the thirty-five di­
rectors felt that the needs assessment procedure, as de­
signed in their respective school systems, will make a 
significant contribution toward the quality of inservice 
training provided. Eighty-three percent (29) of the di­
rectors agreed such is the case, with only seventeen per­
cent (6) being uncertain. The data in Table 4 for item 
thirteen show an item mean score of 4.0. The data in 
Table 3 and Table 4 indicate that the directors were in 
strong agreement that their school systems' needs assess­
ment procedures will make a significant contribution to­
ward the quality of inservice training provided. 
Application of Questionnaire Results 
to the Eight Research Questions 
On the basis of the questionnaire responses pro­
vided by the sample of thirty-five directors of special 
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education from the North Carolina public school system, 
the eight research questions posed by the study were 
answered as follows: 
1. What means are currently being utilized to 
determine inservice training needs? 
The most prevalent means of determining inservice 
training needs in the public schools of the state of North 
Carolina is having formal needs assessment surveys distrib­
uted to teachers. Nineteen school districts (54%) employed 
this means. 
The second most prevalent means is having formal 
assessment based on discussion with teachers. Fifteen 
school districts (43%) employed this means. 
Of the remaining alternative means, one (3%) re­
ported no needs assessment and three (8%) reported that 
needs assessment was informal, or done by coordinator and 
the special education teacher, or in the process of being 
developed. 
2. Who is primarily responsible for insuring 
that inservice needs are determined and met? 
A basic assumption of the questionnaire was that 
the local directors of exceptional children's programs 
were utilmately responsible for insuring that inservice 
needs are determined and met. Item three responses indi­
cated that formal needs assessment surveys distributed to 
teachers (54%) and formal assessment based on discussions 
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with teachers (43%) were relied on. Item four responses 
indicated that needs assessments were conducted at regular 
staff meetings with teachers (60%) and at supervisory meet­
ings (14%). Thus teachers and supervisors, in addition to 
the directors, are also responsible for insuring that in-
service needs are determined and met. 
3. What resources are utilized in determining in-
service needs? 
The thirty-five directors utilized the following 
resources in determining inservice needs: As formal needs 
assessment surveys distributed to teachers, formal assess­
ment based on discussions with teachers, regular staff 
meetings with teachers, and to some extent, supervisory 
meetings. The responses to item five of the questionnaire 
indicated that ninety-seven percent of the school districts 
surveyed conducted written or oral critiques of needs assess­
ments. Specifically, forty-three percent indicated that 
they were made orally; seventeen percent that they were in 
written form, and thirty-seven percent that they were both 
oral and written. 
The various target populations and their feedback 
may be thought of as a kind of resource for the purpose of 
determining inservice needs. Item eleven responses indi­
cated that these target populations were regular classroom 
teachers involved with special needs students, support per­
sonnel involved with special needs students (guidance 
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counselors and reading coordinators), and special needs 
teachers directly involved with special needs students. 
4. What are the target populations for inservice 
training? 
The responses to item eleven of the questionnaire 
indicated that there were, in the opinion of the directors 
of the study sample, four important target populations for 
inservice training. Listed in their decreasing order of 
importance for the directors, the four major target popu­
lations were special needs teachers directly involved with 
special needs students; regular classroom teachers involved 
with special needs students; support personnel involved 
with special needs students (guidance counselors and read­
ing coordinators); and instructional and administrative 
personnel. It might be added that the directors were in 
agreement that inservice training had not been provided to 
any significant extent for special education citizens' ad­
visory councils and for parents and advocacy groups. 
5. Has assessing inservice training needs improved 
the competency of local directors and related personnel in 
planning? 
Items seven and eight of the questionnaire addressed 
this question. Of the thirty-five directors responding, 
ninety-seven percent felt that the needs assessment proce­
dure used by their school system's department of special 
education had improved the department's ability to plan more 
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effectively. Although the remaining thirteen topics dealt 
with under these two items do not explicitly use the term 
"planning," they are very much related, some more than 
others, with the concept and process of planning. Thus, 
as indicated by the mean topic score associated with each 
topic, the directors felt that their competency had im­
proved in a number of planning and planning-related areas 
as follows: developing and maintaining future plans (4.2); 
coordinating system resources (4.0); establishing lines of 
responsibility for needs assessment (4.1); developing two-
way communication with staff (4.1); recognizing and cor­
recting the needs of those working with special needs 
teachers (4.2); providing professional growth for staff 
and school personnel (4.2); improving the local director's 
understanding of the needs of the special education program 
(4.1); and coordinating staff and resources in curriculum 
development and improvement (4.2). 
6. Has assessing inservice training needs im­
proved financial management for local directors? 
Item nine of the questionnaire addressed this 
question quite specifically. The directors indicated that 
the needs assessment procedures used in the department of 
special education in their respective school districts 
had improved their competency in financial management in 
four ways. Seventy-one percent of the directors felt that 
their competency had improved in keeping abreast with 
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legislation and regulations relating to inservice training. 
Eighty percent of the directors indicated that they had im­
proved their competency significantly with respect to organ­
izing structure for inservice budget preparation. Ninety-
one percent indicated that their competency had improved in 
evaluating financial needs for inservice training and making 
recommendations to the superintendent and board. Finally, 
eighty percent said that their competency had improved with 
regard to organizing a structure for appropriate spending, 
controlling, and aecounting for monies spent on inservice 
for program needs. 
7. Has the assessment of inservice training needs 
significantly affected the quality of training provided? 
Item thirteen of the questionnaire addressed this 
question directly. It stated that the needs assessment 
procedure, as designed by the directors' respective dis­
tricts, would make a significant contribution toward the 
quality of inservice training provided. Eighty-three per­
cent (29) of the directors felt that it would, with only 
seventeen percent (6) being uncertain. The item mean score 
here was 4.0. On the basis of this item alone the question 
may be answered in the affirmative, with the influence being 
in the direction of improved quality of training as a result 
of needs assessment. 
Items seven, eight, and ten of the questionnaire are 
also related to this question. The overall mean score for 
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item seven (the needs assessment procedure used by a school 
system's department of special education had improved the 
department's ability in four specific areas) was 4.1, a 
favorable indicator with regard to the quality of training 
provided. The overall mean score for item eight (the needs 
assessment procedure used by a school system had improved 
the competency of the indicator in five areas) was 3.9, a 
slightly favorable indicator, but one considerably improved 
if only three of the five areas are considered (the direc­
tor's understanding of the needs of the special education 
program, coordinating staff and resources in curriculum 
development and improvement, and implementing the special 
education department's philosophy of education, the com­
bined mean score for all three being 4.1). The overall 
mean score for item ten (the needs assessment procedure 
used by a school system had improved the director's compe­
tency in relating to four other instructional areas) was 
only 3.7, and therefore only mildly favorable, but consid­
erably improved if only two of the topics are considered 
(interpreting special programs to other instructional 
supervisors and personnel, and participation in system-
wide support of instructional supervisors, with a com­
bined mean score of 4.0). 
8. What factors or commonalities produce effec­
tive needs assessment procedures? 
The answer to this question is indirectly obtained 
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by comparing responses to items three, four, and five of 
the questionnaire to the overall response patterns ex­
hibited in items seven through thirteen. The responses 
to items three, four, and five indicated that the types 
of needs assessment most widely used included formal needs 
assessment surveys distributed to teachers, regular staff 
meetings with teachers, supervisory meetings, and both 
oral and written critiques of needs assessment. In view 
of the high item mean scores for items seven through thir­
teen, which are in effect an evaluation from various points 
of view of the needs assessment procedures employed by the 
school systems in which the thirty-five directors work, it 
may be concluded that these four factors common to items 
three, four, and five are productive of effective needs 
assessment procedures, at least in the opinion of the 
thirty-five directors of the study sample. 
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CHAPTER V 
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
Summary 
The study was motivated by the necessity of meeting 
the training needs of educators who are responsible for im­
plementing the Education for All Handicapped Children Act 
of 1975, Public Law 94-142. Public school personnel, es­
pecially directors of special-needs programs, are faced 
with the task of providing to instructional staff appro­
priate training related to the special-needs student. Pro­
viding the most appropriate training will largely depend 
on the quality of the needs assessment procedures employed 
for determining inservice training needs. 
The purpose of this study was to investigate the 
procedures used to determine inservice training needs for 
educators as a result of the enactment of Public Law 94-
142. The research described the extent to which federal, 
state, and local agencies have developed practices to 
determine inservice needs for compliance with federal and 
state legislation. Accordingly, the study reviewed cur­
rent literature at the federal, state, and local levels 
regarding the mandate for inservice training. Of special 
concern for the study was the state of North Carolina. A 
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questionnaire survey was made of representative public edu­
cation districts in North Carolina in order to ascertain the 
procedures utilized by them to determine inservice training 
needs of their special educators. The questionnaire was de­
signed to address eight key research questions: 
1. What means are currently being utilized to 
determine inservice training needs? 
2. Who is primarily responsible for insuring 
that inservice needs are determined and met? 
3. What resources are utilized in determining 
inservice needs? 
4. What are the target populations for inservice 
training? 
5. Has assessing inservice training needs im­
proved the competency of local directors and related 
personnel in planning? 
6. Has the assessment of inservice training needs 
significantly affected the quality of training provided? 
7. Has the assessment of inservice training needs 
improved financial management for local directors? 
8. What factors or commonalities produce effec­
tive needs assessment procedures? 
A questionnaire, designed specifically for the pur­
pose of answering these research questions, was distributed 
to the special education directors of forty-six randomly 
selected public school districts of the state of North 
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Carolina. Thirty-five of the directors (seventy-six per­
cent) responded to the questionnaire. Based on an analy­
sis of the questionnaire data, the eight research questions 
were answered as follows: 
1. The most prevalent means for determining inserv-
ice training needs in the public schools of North Carolina 
is through having formal needs assessment surveys distrib­
uted to teachers (fifty-four percent), while the second 
most prevalent means is formal assessment based on discus­
sion with teachers (forty-three percent). Of the remaining 
alternative means, three percent reported no needs assess­
ment and eight percent reported such other types of needs 
assessment as informal, done by coordinator and the special 
education teacher, and in the process of being developed. 
2. The basic assumption of the questionnaire was 
that the local directors of exceptional children's pro­
grams were ultimately responsible for insuring that inserv-
ice needs are determined and met. Inservice needs are also 
determined by formal needs assessment surveys distributed 
to teachers (fifty-four percent) and formal assessment 
based on discussions with teachers (forty-three percent). 
Sixty percent of the directors said that needs assessments 
were conducted at regular staff meetings with teachers, and 
fourteen percent said that they were conducted at supervis­
ory meetings. Thus teachers and supervisors, in addition 
to the directors, to some extent, are also responsible for 
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insuring that inservice needs are determined and met. 
3. Resources utilized in determining inservice 
needs include formal needs assessment surveys distributed 
to teachers, formal assessment based on discussions with 
teachers, regular staff meetings with teachers, and to some 
extent supervisory meetings. Ninety-seven percent of the 
school districts surveyed conducted written and oral 
critiques of needs assessments. Specifically, forty-three 
percent indicated that they were made orally; seventeen 
percent that they were made in written form; and thirty-
seven percent that they were both oral and written. The 
various target populations and their feedback were consid­
ered to be resources for determining inservice needs, in­
cluding regular classroom teachers involved with special 
needs students; support personnel involved with special 
needs students (guidance counselors and reading coordina­
tors) ; and special needs teachers directly involved with 
special needs students. 
4. The directors listed four important target pop­
ulations for inservice training. In their decreasing order 
of importance, these were special needs teachers directly 
involved with special needs students; regular classroom 
teachers involved with special needs students; support per­
sonnel involved with special needs students (guidance coun­
selors and reading coordinators); and instructional and 
administrative personnel. 
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5. Ninety-seven percent of the directors felt that 
the needs assessment procedure used by their school system's 
department of special education had improved the department's 
ability to plan more effectively. The directors as a group 
felt that their competency had improved significantly in the 
following planning and planning-related areas: developing 
and maintaining future plans; coordinating system resources; 
establishing lines of responsibility for needs assessment; 
developing two-way communication with staff; recognizing 
and correcting the needs of those working with special needs 
teachers; providing professional growth for staff and school 
personnel; improving the local director's understanding of 
the needs of the special education program; and coordinat­
ing staff and resources in curriculum development and im­
provement . 
6. With regard to the improvement of their finan­
cial management competency as a result of inservice training, 
seventy-one percent felt that their competency had improved 
in keeping abreast of legislation and regulations relating 
to inservice training; eighty percent felt improvement in 
organizing structure for inservice budget preparation; 
ninety-one percent with respect to evaluating financial 
needs for inservice training and making recommendations 
to the superintendent and board; and, finally, eighty per­
cent with regard to organizing a structure for appropriate 
spending, controlling, and accounting for monies spent on 
inservice for program needs. 
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7. Eighty-three percent of the directors felt that 
their needs assessment procedure would make a significant 
contribution toward improving the quality of inservice 
training provided. The directors as a group agreed that 
the needs assessment procedure employed in their district 
had improved their department's ability as well as their 
own in a number of specific areas of needs assessment, as 
well as the director's competency in relating to other in­
structional areas. 
8. The types of needs assessment most widely 
used included formal needs assessment surveys distributed 
to teachers, formal assessment based on discussion with 
teachers, regular staff meetings with teachers, supervisory 
meetings, and both oral and written critiques of needs 
assessment. Questionnaire results indicated that these 
four factors are productive of effective needs assessment 
procedures in the opinions of the thirty-five directors. 
Conclusions 
Based on the findings of the questionnaire survey, 
the following conclusions were made: 
1. Directors of special education felt that their 
needs assessment programs significantly improved their de­
partment's ability to plan needs assessment more effec­
tively. 
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2. Directors of special education felt that their 
needs assessment programs significantly improved their own 
ability to plan needs assessment more effectively. 
3. Directors of special education felt that their 
needs assessment programs significantly improved their own 
financial management competence with regard to conducting 
needs assessment programs. 
4. Directors of special education felt that their 
needs assessment programs contributed significantly toward 
the improvement of the quality of inservice training pro­
vided teachers and related personnel. 
5. Directors of special education regularly rely 
on teacher, administrator, and support personnel input and 
feedback in the construction of needs assessment plans and 
inservice training. 
6. The tendency is to rely more on survey forms 
distributed to teachers (fifty-four percent) than on actual 
direct participation and contribution by teachers (only 
forty-three percent) in determining inservice training 
needs. 
7. Directors of special education relied mainly 
on formal surveys distributed to teachers, formal assess­
ment based on discussion with teachers, regular staff 
meetings with teachers, supervisory meetings, and both 
oral and written critiques as major types of needs assess­
ment procedures. 
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8. Over one-third of the directors felt that their 
district's approach to needs assessment has not been espec­
ially helpful for them for the purpose of developing crea­
tive approaches to needs assessment. 
9. With regard to their ability to work effective­
ly with public and private agencies such as special educa­
tion citizens' advisory councils, directors felt a signif­
icant degree of uncertainty. 
10. With regard to gaining the respect and support 
of instructional supervisors, there was significant uncer­
tainty on the part of the directors. 
Recommendations 
Based on the findings and conclusions of the study, 
a number of recommendations were made. 
1. More needs assessment procedures should direct­
ly involve staff at meetings. Over half of the input from 
teachers in the districts studied was gained through survey 
data, a useful and informative procedure but nevertheless 
not as effective as direct involvement at staff meetings. 
2. More attention needs to be given to the develop­
ment of creative approaches to needs assessment. In partic­
ular, what are other modes of needs assessment that were not 
utilized by the directors and which might be explored for 
future use? 
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3. There should be more concern with community 
and public or private agencies in addressing the problem 
of needs assessment. The schools may find considerable 
assistance from noninstitutional agencies such as special 
education citizens' advisory councils and parents. 
4. More concern should be shown with regard to 
gaining the respect and support of instructional super­
visors in the area of needs assessment. In modern manage­
ment theory there is a special emphasis on total staff par­
ticipation in important decision-making processes; this 
might be worthy of investigation by directors of special 
education. 
112 
BIBLIOGRAPHY 
A. Books 
Best, John. Research in Education (3rd ed.). Englewood 
Cliffs, New Jersey: Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1977. 
Borg, William. Classroom Management. Tampa: University 
of South Florida, 1977. 
Brolin, Daniel. Life-Centered Career Education: A Compe­
tency-Based Approach. Reston, Virginia: Council 
for Exceptional Children, 1978. 
Cruickshank, William and Johnson, George. Education of 
Exceptional Children and Youth. Englewood Cliffs, 
New Jersey: Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1958. 
Deno, Edward. Strategies for Improvement of Educational 
Opportunities for Handicapped Children. 
Minneapolis: University of Minnesota, 1970. 
Goldstein, Howard, Moss, John, and Jordan, Lawrence. The 
Efficacy of Special Class Training on the Develop­
ment of Mentally Retarded Children (U.S.O.E. #1619). 
Urbana, 111.: Institute for Research of Exceptional 
Children, 1965. 
Griffiths, David. Behavioral Science and Education Admin­
istration. Chicago: The University of Chicago 
Press, 1964. 
Gunn, Allan. Successful Programming: Many Points of View. 
San Rafael, Calif.: Academic Therapy Publications, 
1979. 
Hobbs, Nicholas. The Futures of Children. San Francisco: 
Jossey-Bass^ 1975. 
Kash, Frederick, and Rosenzweig, John. Organizational 
Management. New York: McGraw-Hill, 1974. 
Kaufman, Roger. Educational System Planning. Englewood 
Cliffs, New Jersey: Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1972. 
Kimbrough, Ralph and Nunnery, Michael. Educational Admin­
istration . New York: Macmillan, 1976. 
113 
Kuh, George et al. Designing a Problem-Focused Needs 
Assessment. Bloomington, Indiana: National 
Inservice Network, 1979. 
Lensing, John. "Changing Public Policies: Roots and 
Forces." In Mainstream: Origins and Implications. 
Edited by Michael Reynolds. Reston, Virginia: 
Council for Exceptional Children, 1980. 
Lindman, Erick L. The Federal Government and Public Schools. 
Washington, D.C.: American Association of School 
Administrators, 1965. 
Martinelli, James. Public Policy and the Education of 
Exceptional Children. Reston, Virginia: Council 
for Exceptional Children, 1978. 
Reynolds, Malcom. Exceptional Children in Regular Class­
rooms . Minneapolis: University of Minnesota, T968. 
Rosenthal, Robert and Jacobson, L. Pygmalion in the Class­
room. New York: Holt, Rinehart, and Winston, 1968. 
Scriven, Michael and Roth, James. "Needs Assessment: Con­
cept and Practice." In Exploring Purposes and 
Dimensions. Edited by B. Anderson and C. Coles. 
San Francisco: Jossey-Bass, Inc., 1978. 
Tenbrink, Terry D. Evaluation. New York: McGraw-Hill 
Book Company, 1974. 
Vroom, Victor and Yetton, Phillip. Leadership and Decision-
Making. Pittsburgh: University of Pittsburgh Press, 
1976. 
Weintraub, Frederick and Abeson, Albert. Public Policy and 
the Education of Exceptional Children. Edited by 
F. Weinbtraub et al. Reston, Virginia: Council 
for Exceptional Children, 1976. 
Weintraub, Frederick et al. State Law and Education of 
Handicapped Children. Reston, Virginia: Council 
for Exceptional Children, 1975. 
B. Published Reports and Monographs 
Consortium of Special Education Training Programs in North 
Carolina. Advancing the Education of Exceptional 
Children: A Report and Recommendations on the Prepa­
ration of Professional Educational Personnel to Work 
with Children with Special Needs in North Carolina. 
Raleigh, N. C.: State Department of Public 
Instruction, 1979. 
114 
Davis, Sharon. A Review of Selected Inservice Training Com­
ponents of States' 1979 Annual Program Plans. Reston, 
Virginia: Council for Exceptional Children, 1979. 
Davis, Sharon; et al. Exceptional Children Education Report: 
Needs Assessment for Inservice Education. Reston, 
Virginia: Council for Exceptional Children, 1980. 
Kaufman, Roger A. and Harsh, John. Determining Educational 
Needs: An Overview. San Francisco: California 
State Department of Public Instruction, 1969. 
Kaufman, Roger; et al. An Attempt to Put the Ten Objectives 
of Education Developed for Pennsylvania by Educa­
tional Testing Service into Operational Definitions. 
Temple City, Calif.: Temple City Unified School 
District, 1968. 
National School Board Association. Report of the 1977-78 
Task Forces. Washington, D.C.: National School 
Board Association, 1978. 
Schofer, A. S. and Duncan, R. B. Quality Practices Task 
Force Report for National Inservice Network. 
Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 1978. 
Stufflebeam, David L. "Needs Assessment in Evaluation." 
Paper presented at the Meeting of the American 
Educational Research Association Evaluation 
Conference, San Francisco, September 1977. 
C. Government Documents 
Needs Assessment for Inservice Education: Building Loca) 
Programs. U. S., Educational Resources Information 
Center, ERIC Document ED 035 079, May 1980. 
North Carolina. State Department of Public Instruction. 
Educational Directory, 1980-81. 
North Carolina. Public School Laws.(1976). 
North Carolina. State Department of Public Instruction. 
Advancing the Education of Exceptional Children. 
Raleigh: State Department of Public Instruction, 
1979. 
North Carolina. State Department of Public Instruction. 
Comprehensive System of Personnel Development. 
Raleigh: State Department of Public Instruction, 
1979. 
115 
North Carolina. State Department of Public Instruction. 
Comprehensive System of Personnel Development 
Guidebook. Raleigh: State Department of Public 
Instruction, 1980. 
North Carolina. State Department of Public Instruction. 
Equal Educational Opportunities Planning. Raleigh: 
State Department of Public Instruction, 1977. 
"Personnel Development in Special Education: Comprehensive 
System of Personnel Development." ERIC Clearing­
house on Handicapped and Gifted Children, 1980. 
U. S. Congress. Public Law 89-313, 1965. 
U. S. Congress. Public Law 94-142, 1975. 
U. S. Department of Health, Education, and Welfare. 
Office of Education. Federal Register. 1977. 
U. S. Department of Health, Education, and Welfare. 
President's Committee on Mental Retardation 
Compendium of Law Suits Establishing the Legal 
Rights of Mentally Retarded Citizens. DHEW 
Publication No. (OHD) 75-zl007. Washington, 
D. C. 1974. 
U. S. Office of Education, Bureau of Education for the 
Handicapped. The Design, Development and Imple­
mentation of a National Replicable Inservice 
Training Needs Assessment Project. Washington, 
D. C.: U. S. Office of Education, 1979. 
D. Periodicals 
Baker, Kenneth. "National Inservice Network: An Emerging 
Collaborative Effort Between Regular and Special 
Educators." Inservice (October, 1980): 22-23. 
Brizzi, Elsa. "A Collaborative Trainer of Trainers In-
Service Program." Inservice (October, 1980): 28-31. 
Dunn, Katherine. "Special Education for the Mildly Retarded: 
Is Much of It Justifiable?" Exceptional Children 
35 (Spring 1968): 10. 
Jones, Robert. "Labels and Stigma in Special Education." 
Exceptional Children 38 (Fall 1972): 563-69. 
116 
Meyers, Barbara. "Modification of Teachers' Attitudes 
Toward Exceptional Children." Exceptional 
Children 38 (Spring 1978): 259-260. 
Reynolds, M. "Policy Statement: Call for Response." 
Exceptional Children 34 (Fall 1971): 422. 
Rude, Charles. "Trends and Priorities in Inservice Train­
ing." Exceptional Children 45 (Spring 1978): 174. 
D. Legal Citations 
Case v. California, 832-17, 1963. 
Mills v. Board of Education, 348 F.Supp. 866, 968, 857 
(D.D.C. 1972). 
North Carolina Association for Retarded Children v. Common­
wealth of North Carolina, 438 N.C. 325 (1978). 
North Carolina General Statutes (The Creech Bill), 1977. 
North Carolina General Statutes, Sec. 115, 1974. 
North Carolina Senate Bill, 428, 1978. 
Pennsylvania Association for Retarded Children v. Common­
wealth of Pennsylvania, 348 F.Supp. 866 (1972). 
Rainey v. Tennessee Department of Education, 4-3108 
Chancey Court of Davidson County, Tennessee, 
202, 1974. 
U.S. Congress. Public Law 91-230, 1965. 
U.S. Congress. Public Law 93-380, 1974. 
U.S. Congress. Public Law 94-142, 1975. 
E. Unpublished Papers and Dissertations 
Covert, Robert. "Guidelines and Criteria for.Constructing 
Questionnaires." Charlottesville: University of 
Virginia, Evaluation Training Corsortium, 1977. 
Grill, Henry. "A Study of the Evaluation Process of School 
Superintendents in North Carolina." Greensboro, 
N. C.: University of North Carolina at Greensboro, 
1978. 
APPENDIX A 
QUESTIONNAIRE 
QUESTIONNAIRE FOR LOCAL DIRECTORS OF EXCEPTIONAL CHILDREN'S PROGRAMS 
Survey of Needs Assessment Methods 
Relating to P.L. 94-142 
This survey instrument has been designed to collect information on methods used to determine inservice training 
needs in relation to staff working with special needs students. No attempt will be made by this survey to 
identify the responses of any participants. The right to privacy will be respected. 
PLEASE CHECK THE CATEGORY WHICH BEST DESCRIBES YOUR ORGANIZATION. 
1. Type of administrative unit. 
a. County b. City c. Other 
2. Size of school district. 
a. Under 5,001 students d. 20,001 to 30,000 students 
b. 5,001 to 10,000 students e. Over 30,000 students 
c. 10,001 to 20,000 students 
3. Which type needs assessment best describes the one used in your school system? 
a. Formal needs assessment surveys distributed to teachers 
b. Formal assessment based on discussion with teachers 
c. Outside evaluation consultants 
d. No needs assessment 
e. Other (specify) 
4. Needs assessments are conducted. 
a. At regular staff meetings with teachers 
b. At supervisory meetings 
c. At specially designated sessions 
d. Other (specify) 
5. Critique of needs assessments conducted. 
a. Never 
b. Orally 
c. Written 
d. Orally and written 
6. Written report on needs assessment is on file in the Department of Special Services. 
a. Yes b. No c . Unknown 
PLEASE CHECK THE COLUMN WHICH MOST CLOSELY REFLECTS YOUR OPINION. 
STATEMENT 
STRONGLY 
AGREE AGREE UNDECIDED DISAGREE 
STRONGLY 
DISAGREE 
7. The needs assessment procedure used by the 
Department of Special Education has improved 
the Department's ability to: 
a. Plan more effectively 
b. Establish lines responsibility for needs 
d. Recognize and correct the needs of those 
working with special needs teachers 
-
STATEMENT 
STRONGLY 
AGREE AGREE UNDECIDED DISAGREE 
STRONGLY 
DISAGREE 
e. Coordinate system resources 
f. Originate new approaches to problems 
g. Develop two-way communication with staff . . . 
i. Provide professional growth for staff 
8. The needs assessment procedure used in the .school 
system has improved the competency of the Local 
Director in: 
a. Improving the Local Director's understanding 
of the needs of the Special Education 
b. Coordinating staff and resources in 
curriculum development and improvement .... 
c. Implementing the Special Education 
Department's philosophy of education 
d. Determining the educational needs of the 
community relating to special needs child . . . 
e. Organizing an evaluative system for programs 
and personnel in special education 
STATEMENT 
9. The needs assessment procedure used in the 
Department of Special Education has improved 
competency in financial management in the 
following ways: 
a. Keeping abreast of legislative and 
regulations relating to inservice 
training 
b. Organizing structure for inservice 
budget preparation 
c. Evaluating financial needs for inservice 
training and making recommendations to the 
Superintendent and Board 
d. Organizing a structure for appropriate 
spending, controlling, and accounting for 
monies spent on inservice for programs 
needs 
10. The needs assessment procedure used in the 
Department of Special Education has improved 
competency in relating to other instructional 
areas as follotos: 
a. Gaining respect and support of instructional 
supervisors. 
b. Participation in system wide inservice 
training , 
STRONGLY 
AGREE AGREE UNDECIDED DISAGREE 
STRONGLY 
DISAGREE 
STATEMENT 
c. Interpreting special program to other 
instructional supervisors and personnel . . . . 
d. Working effectively with public and 
private agencies 
11. The needs assessment procedure has involved 
providing inservice for the following: 
a. Special needs teachers directly involved 
with special needs students 
b. Regular classroom teachers involved with 
special needs students 
c. Support personnel involved with special 
needs students, i.e., guidance counselors, 
reading coordinators 
d. Special Education Citizen's Advisory 
Councils 
e. Instructional and administrative personnel . . 
f. Parents and advocacy groups 
12. The needs assessment procedure, as designed, is 
necessary for tlje improvement of provision of 
inservice training 
STRONGLY 
AGREE AGREE UNDECIDED DISAGREE 
STRONGLY 
DISAGREE 
STATEMENT 
STRONGLY 
AGREE AGREE UNDECIDED DISAGREE 
STRONGLY 
DISAGREE 
13. The needs assessment procedure, as designed, 
will make a significant contribution toward 
the quality of inservice training provided . 
14. If there are any other comments you may wish to make concerning the needs assessment procedures of 
Department of Special Education, please indicate below: 
15. If you would be interested in receiving a summary of this study, please provide the following information: 
Name Title Address 
REMINDER: MAIL QUESTIONNAIRE TO JANE F. MATTESON. WINSTON-SALEM/FORSYTH COUNTY SCHOOLS. P.O. BOX 2513, WINSTON-
SALEM, NC 27102 IN THE PRE-ADDRESSED POSTAGE PAID ENVELOPE BY FRIDAY, FEBRUARY 20, 1981. THANK YOU FOR YOUR 
COOPERATION. 
APPENDIX B 
LETTER OF INTRODUCTION 
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THE UNIVERSITY OF NORTH CAROLINA 
AT GREENSBORO 
School of Education February 13, 1981 
Deai 
Your school administrative unit has been selected to partici­
pate in a study of the needs assessment procedures of Direc­
tors of Special Education. This statewide study will be con­
ducted under the supervision of Dr. Joseph E. Ryson, 
Professor, Graduate School of Education, The University of 
North Carolina at Greensboro. The purpose of the study is 
to collect information from Local Directors regarding the 
identification of inservice needs. 
A questionnaire is enclosed for your perusal and completion. 
It should take only a few minutes to complete, and the re­
sponses received from Local Directors will not be individ­
ually identified. Your right to personal privacy will be 
respected. A pre-addressed postage-paid envelope is en­
closed for y ur convenience in returning the completed 
questionnaire by February 20, 1981 
A summary of the study will be sent to each participant who 
completes and returns the questionnaire. Thanks for your 
participation and assistance in the completion of this study. 
Sincerely yours, 
Jane F. Matteson 
Enclosures: Questionnaire 
Envelope 
APPENDIX C 
FOLLOW-UP LETTER 
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THE UNIVERSITY OF NORTH CAROLINA 
AT GREENSBORO 
School of Education March 7, 1982 
R-E-M-I-N-D-E-R 
EVALUATION PROCESS OPINIONNAIRE 
HAVE YOU FORGOTTEN? If you have not completed and returned 
the questionnaire we sent to you recently, will you please 
do so now. We need your assistance and cooperation very 
much to help us make the study a success. 
If the completed questionnaire is on its way, please disre­
gard this evidence of our eagerness to have your responses 
to the statements. Another questionnaire and pre-addressed 
postage-paid return envelope are enclosed for your consid­
eration. 
Sincerely yours, 
Jane F. Matteson 
Enclosures: Questionnaire 
Envelope 
